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MICHIGAN
John Alfred Bosworth, Brighton,
Alfreda E. Swanson, Freeland.
Earl E. Secor, Imlay City.
Elizabeth M. Smith, Lennon.
John Burdette Shaft, Leslle.
George A. Malloy, Petoskey.
Edward C. Hudson, Trout Lake.
MINNESOTA
Carman J. Eeg, Gary.
Stanley A. Torgerson, Hawley.
Henry Walter Malchow, Marietta.
Ralph W. Myers, Owatonna.
Vera E. Harris, Ponsford.
Frank W. Gurno, Redlake.
Maurice A. Walline, Starbuck,
Albert L. Dyrdahl, Williams.
MISSISSIPPL
Carroll N. Yelverton, Hattleshurg.
NEBRASKA
Gerald B. Longwell, Homer.
NEVADA
Virginia M. Rowe, Ruth.
NEW JERSEY
Andree M. Schroeder, Lincoln Park.
Leora M. Wanamaker, Mahwah,
Helen H. Stryker, Ringoes.
NEW MEXICO
Edwin L. Shiplet, Jal.
NEW YORK
Fred A, Griffin, Holtsville.
Vincent J. Behm Nedrow.
Edna H. Purcell, Waterloo.
OHID
John R. Mericle, Bremen.
Leslie M. Taylor, Middletown.
Mary E. G. Rex, Rome.
OKLAHOMA
Donald E, Jones, Byars.
Paul O. Wright, Hobart.
PENNSYLVANIA
Clark H. Freas, Falls.
Albert F. Hilliard, Horsham.,
Earl G. Smith, Mont Clare.
George Cassett, Bomerset.
Herbert E. Readdy, Yeagertown.
SOUTH CAROLINA
Thomas W. Martin, Eutawville,
Shuford 8. Shull, Leesville,
SOUTH DAKOTA
Lyman L. Bich, Cavour.
George H. Pryde, Keystone.
VERMONT
Carlton O. Tarbox, Orleans.
James H. Watson, Taftsville,
VIRGINIA
Harland B. Little, Jr., Blacksburg.
Lewis H. Hiscock, Church Road.
WISCONSIN
Werner F. Arnhoelter, Brillion.
John A. Wolenec, Cobb.
Arthur J. Reeths, Marshfield.
Orland L. Prestegard, Roadstown.
WYOMING
Alma F. Bissell, Evansville.

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

TaursDAY, JuLy 19, 1956

The House met at 12 o’clock noon.

Rev. J. Milburn McLeod, pastor, First
Methodist Church, Lakeland, Fla., of-
fered the following prayer:

God of our fathers, who hast abun-
dantly blessed our Nation from her be-
ginning, we beseech Thee to continue to
guide and bless us.
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In the very opening moments of this
session, help us to be conscious of Thy
presence.

Accept, we pray Thee, our sincere
thanks for all Thy blessings; forgive us of
our sins, we humbly ask of Thee.

Reveal unto us, our Father, Thy will in
all our deliberations, and empower us
with the courage to carry it out regard-
less.

Within Thy universal love we would
remember our loved ones and all the peo-
ple of our great Nation.

Use us in the service of our fellow men
that we may thereby serve Thee.

May we ever remain faithful to our
sacred heritage and always be willing to
accept the responsibilities that shall in-
sure its future to generations yet to
come.

Now hover over us, our Heavenly
Father, in these moments we pray in the
name of Him who came to reveal unto us
the way everlasting. Amen.,

MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT

A message in writing from the Presi-
dent of the United States was communi-
cated to the House by Mr. Tribbe, one
of his secretaries, who also informed the
House that on July 18, 1956, the Presi-
dent approved and signed bills of the
House of the following titles:

H. R. 2452. An act to provide for the con-
veyance of certain lands by the United
States to the Btate of Wisconsin;

H.R.11000. An act to provide for the
striking of medals in commemoration of the
one hundredth anniversary of the birth of
the late Justice Louls Dembitz Brandeis;

H.R.11356. An act to amend further the
Mutual Security Act of 1954, as amended,
and for other purposes;

H. R.11619. An act to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 and the Narcotic Drugs
Import and Export Act to provide for a more
effective control of narcotic drugs and
marihuana, and for other related purposes;

H. J. Res. 456. Joint resplution for the re-
lief of certain relatives of United States citi-
zens,;

H.J. Res. 569. Joint resolution to provide
for a medal to be struck and presented to
each surviving veteran of the War Between
the States; and

H.J. Res. 616. Joint resolution for the re-
lief of certain allens.

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A message from the Senate, by Mr,
Carrell, one of its clerks, announced that
the Senate had passed a bill and a con-
current resolution of the following titles,
in which the concurrence of the House is
requested:

B.4203. An act to amend the Atomic En-
ergy Act of 1954, as amended, and for other
purposes; and

8. Con. Res. 86. Concurrent resolution au-
thorizing the conferees on H. R. 1774, abol-
ishing the Verendrye National Monument,
N. Dak., to consider certain additional Senate
amendments.

The message also announced that the
Senate had passed, with amendments in
which the concurrence of the House is
requested, a bill of the House of the fol-
lowing title:

H.R.6040. An act to amend certain ad-
ministrative provisions of the Tariff Act of
1930 and to repeal obsolete provisions of the
customs laws,
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The message also announced that the
Senate insists upon its amendments to
the foregoing bill, and requests a con-
ference with the House on the disagree-
ing votes of the two Houses thereon,
and appoints Mr. Byrp, Mr. GEORGE, Mr.
KEerr, Mr, MILLIKIN, and Mr. MARTIN of
Pennsylvania to be the conferees on the
part of the Senate.

The message also announced that the
Senate had passed, with amendments in
which the concurrence of the House is
requested, a bill of the House of the fol-
lowing title:

H.R.7225. An act to amend title IT of the
Boclal Security Act to provide disability in-
surance benefits for certain disabled individ-
uals who have attained age 50, to reduce to
age 62 the age on the basis of which bene-
fits are payable to certain women, to pro-
vide for continuation of child’s insurance
benefits for children who are disabled before
attaining age 18, to extend coverage, and for
other purposes.

The message also announced that the
Senate insists upon its amendments to
the foregoing bill, and requests a confer-
ence with the House on the disagreeing
votes of the two Houses thereon, and
appoints Mr. Byrp, Mr. GEORGE, Mr.
KEeRR, Mr, FREAR, Mr. MILLIKIN, Mr. MAR-
1IN of Pennsylvania, and Mr., WILLIAMS
to be the conferees on the part of the
Senate.

The message also announced that the
Senate agrees to the amendments of the
House to bills of the Senate of the fol-
lowing tifles:

S.38408. An act to extend the authority of
the American Battle Monuments Commis-
slon to all areas in which the Armed Forces
of the United States have conducted oper-
ations since April 6, 1917, and for other
purposes; and

8.8705. An act to require periodic survey
by the Chalrman of the Federal Maritime
Board of national shipbullding capability.

The message also announced that the
Senate insists upon its amendment to
the bill (H. R. 5712) entitled “An act
to provide that the United States hold
in trust for the Pueblos of Zia and Jemez
a part of the Ojo del Espiritu Santo
grant and a small area of public domain
adjacent thereto,” disagreed to by the
House; agrees to the conference asked
by the House on the disagreeing votes
of the two Houses thereon, and appoints
Mr, ANDERSON, Mr. NEUBERGER, and Mr.
GorLpwaTER to be the conferees on the
part of the Senate.

The message also announced that the
Senate insists upon its amendments to
the bill (H. R. 10947) entitled “An act
to provide particular designations for
the highway bridges over the Potomac
River at Fourteenth Street in the Dis-
trict of Columbia,” disagreed to by the
House: agrees to the conference asked
by the House on the disagreeing votes
of the two Houses thereon, and appoints
Mr. Bearn, Mr. McNamara, and Mr,
ArrorT to be the conferees on the part
of the Senate.

The message also announced that the
Vice President has appointed Mr. JoEN=-
sTon of South Carolina and Mr. CARLSON
members of the joint select committee
on the part of the Senate, as provided for
in the act of August 5, 1939, entitled “An
act to provide for the disposition of cer-
tain records of the United States Gov-
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ernment,” for the disposition of execu-
tive papers referred to in the report of
the Archivist of the United States num-

bered 57-2.

CALL OF THE HOUSE

Mr. DAVIS of Georgia. Mr. Speaker,
I demand that the Journal be read in
full, and, Mr. Speaker, I make the point
of order that a quorum is not present.
The SPEAKER. Evidently a quorum
is not present.
Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, I
move a call of the House.
A call of the House was ordered.
The Clerk called the roll, and the fol-
lowing Members failed to answer to their

names.:

[Roll No. 105]
Balley Gathings O'Hara, Minn.
Bell Gordon Passman
Bentley Halleck Powell
Brownson Hébert Priest
Burleson Hoffman, I1l. Prouty
Carnahan Holmes Scudder
Chatham Eelley, Pa. Short
Clark Lane Simpson, Pa.
Dague MeDowell Thompson, La.
Davis, Wis. Mollohan Thornberry
Eberharter Moulder ‘Wickersham
Gamble Nelson

The SPEAKER. On this rollcall 399
Members have answered to their names,

a quorum.

Without objection, further proceed-
ings under the call will be dispensed with.

Mr, DAVIS of Georgia. Mr. Speaker,
I object to dispensing with further pro-
ceedings under the call.

Mr. McCORMACEK. Mr. Speaker, I
move that further proceedings under the
call be dispensed with.

Mr. SMITH of Virginia.
I move to Iay that motion on the table,
and on that I demand the yeas and nays.

The SPEAKER. The question is on
the motion offered by the gentleman
from Virginia [Mr. SmrrH].

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The question was taken; and there
were—yeas 104, nays 290, not voting 238,

Mr. Speaker,

as follows:

[Roll No. 106]

YEAS—104

Abbitt Forrester Patman
Abernethy Fountain Pilcher
Albert Frazier Poage
Alexander Gary Poff
Alger Gentry Preston
Andrews Grant Ralns
Ashmore Gregory Richards
Barden Haley Riley
Bass, Tenn Hardy Rivers
Bennett, Fla. Harris Roberts
Elitch Harrison, Va. Robeson, Va.
BOERS Hays, Ark. Rogers, Fla.
Bonner Herlong Rogers, Tex.
Boykin Huddleston Rutherford
Brooks, La. Ikard Selden
Brooks, Tex. Jennings Sheppard
Brown, Ga. Jonas Shuford
Broyhill Jones, Ala. Sikes
Carlyle Jones, Mo. Siler
Colmer Jones, N. C. Smith, Eans,
Cooley Kilday Smith, Miss,
Cooper Kilgore Smith, Va.
Cramer King, Pa. Spence
Davis, Ga. Landrum Teague, Tex.
Davls, Tenn Lanham Thomas
Dies Long Thompson, Tex.
Dondero McMillan Trimble
Deorn, 8. C. Mahon Tuck
Dowdy Mason Vinson
Durham Matthews Whitten
Elliott Mills ‘Williams, Mlss,
Evins Morrison Willis
Fascell Murray, Tenn. Winstead
Fisher Natcher Wright
Flynt Norrell
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Morano
Morgan
Moss
Multer
Mumma
Murray, Ill.
Nicholson
Norblad
Q'Brien, Il
Q'Brien, N. Y.
O'Hara, II1.
O'Konskl
O'Neill
Osmers
Ostertag
Patterson
Pelly
Perkins
Flost
Philbin
Phillips
Pillion
Polk

Price
Frouty
Quigley
Rabaut
Radwan
Ray

Reece, Tenn.,
Reed, N. Y.
Rees, Kans,
Reuss
Rhodes, Ariz.
Rhodes, Pa.
Ri

ehlman
Robsion, Ky.
Rodino
Rogers, Colo.
o

ney

Roosevelt
Sadlak
Bt.

Saylor
Schenck
Scherer
Bchwengel
ott
Scrivner

Beely-Brown
Bheehan

Steminskl
Simpson, 1.
isk

Smith, Wis.
Springer
Staggers
Steed

Sullivan
Taber

Taylor
Teague, Calif.
Thompson,

Mich.
Thompson, N. J.
Thomson, Wyo.

Udall

Young

Younger
Zablocki
Zelenko

Carnahan
Chatham

NAYS—2080

Adalr Ford }
Addonizio Frelinghuysen
Allen, Callf., Friedel
Allen, T1l. Fulton
Andresen, Garmatz

August H. Gavin
Anfuso Gray
Arends Green, Oreg.
Ashley Green, Pa.
Aspinall Griffiths
Auchincloss Gross
Avery Gubser
Ayres Gwinn
Baker Hagen
Baldwin Hale
Barrett Halleck
Bass, N. H. Hand
Eates Harden
Baumhart Harrison, Nebr.
Beamer Harvey
Becker Hays, Ohio
Belcher Hayworth
Bennett, Mich. Healey
Berry Henderson
Betts Heselton
Blatnik Hess
Boland Hiestand
Bolling Hill
Bolton, Hillings

Frances P. Hinshaw
Bolton, Hoeven

Oliver P. Hoiifield
Bosch Holland
Bow Holmes
Bowler Holt
Boyle Holtzman
Bray Hope
Brown, Ohlo  Horan
Brownson Hosmer
Buckley Hull
Budge Hyde
Burdick Jackson
Burnside James
Bush Jarman
Byrd Jenkins
Eyrne, Pa. Jensen
Byrnes, Wis. Johansen
Canfield Johnson, Calif,
Cannon Johnson, Wis.
Carrigg Judd
Cederberg Karsten
Celler Kean
Chase Eearney
Chelf Kearns
Chenoweth Eeating
Chiperfield
Christopher Eelly, N. Y.
Chudoft h
Church Kilburn
Clark KEing, Calif
Clevenger Kirwan
Caole Klein
Coon Kluczynski
Corbett Enox
Coudert Knutson
Cretella Krueger
Crumpacker Laird
Cunningham Lankford
Curtls, Mass, Latham
Curtis, Mo. LeCompte
Davidson Lesinski
Dawnson, I1l.  Lipscomb
Dawson, Utah Lovre
Deane MecCarthy
Delaney McConnell
Denton McCormack
Derounian McCulloch
Devereux McDonough
Diges MecGregor
Dingell McIntire
Dixon McVey
Dodd Macdonald
Dollinger Machrowlcz
Dolliver Mack, III.
Donohue Mack, Wash.
Donovan Madden
Dorn, N. ¥. Magnuson
Doyle Mailliardq
Eberharter Marshall
Edmondson Martin
Ellsworth Meader
Feighan Merrow
Fenton Metcalfl
Fernandezn Miller, Calif,
Fino Miller, M
Fjare Miller, Nebr.
Flood Miller, N. ¥,
Forand Minshall

NOT VOTING—38

Andersen, Bell

H. Carl Bentley
Bailey Burleson

Dague

July 19
Davls, Wis. Hoffman, IIl,  Powell
Dempsey Hoffman, Mich. Priest
Engle Kelley, Pa. Beudder
Fallon Lane Bhelley
Fogarty McDowell Short
Gamble Mollohan Simpson, Pa.
Gathings Moulder Thompson, La.
George Nelson Thornberry
Gordon O'Hara, Minn., Wickersham
Hiébert Passman Wilson, Calif.

So the motion was rejected.

The Clerk announced the following
pairs:

On this vote:

Mr. Hébert for, with Mr. Mollohan against.

Mr. Bell for, with Mr. Kelley of Pennsyl-
vania against.

Mr. Thornberry for,
against.

Mr. Thompson of Louisiana for, with Mr.
Powell against.

Mr. Gathings for, with Mr. Balley against.

Mr. Burleson for, with Mr. Carnahan
against.

Mr. Chatham for, with Mr. Engle against.

Mr. Passman for, with Mr. Fogarty against.

Mr. Priest for, with Mr. Shelley against.

Mr. Wickersham for, with Mr, Dague
against,

Until further notice:

Mr. Moulder with Mr. Bentley.

Mr. Dempsey with Mr. Simpson of Penn-
sylvania.

Mr. McDowell with Mr. Short.

Mr. Fallon with Mr, Scudder.

Mr. JOHANSEN changed his vote
from “yea” to “nay.”

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr.
Speaker, what are the qualifications to
vote?

The SPEAKER. Members must say
they were on the floor listening and did
not hear their names called.

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michiagn. I
walked in the door as the rollcall was
finished. I presume I cannot qualify.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman does
not qualify.

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Then I
cannot vote.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

The SPEAKER. The question recurs
on the motion of the gentleman from
Massachusetts [Mr. McCorMACK] that
further proceedings under the call be
dispensed with.

Mr. DAVIS of Georgia. Mr. Speaker,
on that I demand the yeas and nays.
[After a pause.] I withdraw it.

The SPEAKER. Without objection
further proceedings under the rollcall
will be dispensed with.

There was no objection.

with Mr. Gordon

The JOURNAL

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, Iask
unanimous consent that the Journal be
considered as read and that it stand ap-
proved.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Mas-
sachusetts?

There was no objection.

CIVIL RIGHTS

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Speaker, I move
that the House resolve itself into the
Committee of the Whole House on the
State of the Union for the further con-
sideration of the bill (H. R. 627) to pro-
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vide means of further securing and pro-
tecting the civil rights of persons within
the jurisdiction of the United States.

The motion was agreed to.

Accordingly the House resolved itself
into the Committee of the Whole House
on the State of the Union for the fur-
ther consideration of the bill H. R. 627,
with Mr. Foranp in the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the hill.

The CHAIRMAN. When the Com-
mittee rose on Tuesday, July 17, all the
time for general debate on the bill had
expired. Pursuant to the rule, the Clerk
will now read the substitute committee
amendment printed in the reported kill
as an original bill for the purpose of
amendment.

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent to proceed for 1 min-
ute.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
New York?

There was no objection.

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Chairman, as I
understand it, an agreement has been
reached by the majority and minority
leaders and those concerned with the bill
who are in leadership thereof that the
Committee will rise at 5 o’clock this
afternoon.

Mr. SMITH of Virginia. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. CELLER. 1yield to the gentleman
from Virginia.

Mr. SMITH of Virginia. Mr. Chair-
man, I wonder if that is agreeable to the
gentleman from New York [Mr. KeaT-
nGl.

Mr. KEATING. The arrangement to
rise at 5 o’clock is agreeable to me.

Mr. SMITH of Virginia. I hope that
will satisfy everybody.

The CHATRMAN. The Clerk will read.

The Clerk read as follows:

That this act may be cited as the “Civil
Rights Act of 1956.”

Mr. WILLIS. Mr.Chairman, I offer an
amendment.
The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr., WirLris: Strike
out all after the enacting clause and substi-
tute in lieu thereof the following:

“Sgc. 101. (a) There is created in the exec-
utive branch of the Government a Commis=-
sion on Civil Rights (hereinafter called the
‘Commission’).

*“(b) The Commission shall be composed of
slx members who shall be appointed by the
President by and with the advice and consent
of the Sanate. Not more than three of the
members shall at any one time be of the
same political party.

“{c) The President shall designate one of
the members of the Commission as Chairman
and one as Vice Chalrman. The Vice Chair-
man shall act as Chairman in the absence or
disability of the Chairman, or in the event of
& vacancy in that office.

*(d) Any vacancy in the Commission shall
not affect its powers and shall be filled in the
same manner, and subject to the same limi-
tation with respect to party affiliations as the
original appointment was made.

“(e) Four members of the Commission
shall constitute a guorum.

“COMPENSATION OF MEMBERS OF THE
COMMISSION

“Sec. 102. (a) Each member of the Coms-
mission who is not otherwise in the service of
the Government of the United States shall
receive the sum of $60 per day for each day
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spent in the work of the Commission, shall be
reimbursed for actual and necessary travel
expenses, and shall receive a per diem allow=
ance of $12 in lieu of actual expenses for
subsistence, inclusive of fees or tips to
porters and stewards.

“({b) Each member of the Commission who
is otherwise in the service of the Government
of the United States shall serve without com-
pensation in addition to that received for
such other service, but while engaged in the
work of the Commission shall be reimbursed
for actual and necessary travel expenses, and
shall receive a per diem sllowance of $12 in
lleu of actual expenses for subsistence, inclu-
sive of fees or tips to porters and stewards.

“DUTIES OF THE COMMISSION

“Sec. 103. (a) The Commission shall—

*(1) investigate the allegations that cer-
tain citizens of the United States are being
deprived of their right to vote or are being
subjected to unwarranted economic pressures
by reason of their color, race, religion, or
national origin;

“(2) study and collect information con-
cerning economie, social, and legal develop-
ments constituting a denial of equal protec-
tion of the laws under the Constitution; and

“(3) appraise the laws and policles of the
Federal Government with respect to equal
protection of the laws under the Constitu-
tion.

“{b) The Commission shall submit interim
reports to the President at such times as
either the Commission or the President shall
deem desirable, and shall submit to the
President a final and comprehensive report of
its activities, findings, and recommendations
not later than two years from the date of the
enactment of this statute.

“(c) Bixty days after the submission of its
final report and recommendations the Com-
mission shall cease to exist.

“POWERS OF THE COMMISSION

“Sec. 104. (a) Within the limitations of its
appropriations, the Commission may appoint
a full-time stafl director and such other per-
sonnel as it deems advisable, in accordance
with the civil service and classification laws,
and may procure services as authorized by
section 15 of the act of August 2, 1948 (60
Stat. 810; 5 U. 8. C. 65a) but at rates for
individuals not in excess of $50 per diem.

*(b) The Commission shall consult with
the governors and attorneys general of the
regpective States and may consult with such
other representatives of State and local gov-
ernments, as it deems advisable,

“{c) All Federal agencles shall cooperate
fully with the Commission to the end that it
may effectively carry out its functions and
duties.

. *(d) The Commission, or on the authori-
zation of the Commission any subcommittee
of two or more members, may, for the pur-
pose of carrying out the provisions of this
act, hold such hearings and act at such
times and places as the Commission or such
authorized subcommittee may deem advis-
able.

“APPROFRIATIONS

“Sec. 105. There is hereoy authorized to
he appropriated, out of any money in the
Treasury not otherwise appropriated, so
much as may be necessary to carry out the
provisions of this act.”

Mr. WILLIS (interrupting reading of
the amendment)., Mr. Chairman, the
amendment I have offered carries out
what I stated on the floor the other day.
It proposes to strike out parts II and III.
It is very simple in its nature. I ask
unanimous consent that further read-
ing of the amendment be dispensed with.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Louisiana?

There was no objection.
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Mr. KEATING. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. WILLIS. Iyield to the gentleman
from New York,

Mr. EKEATING. I understood the
gentleman to say that his amendment
would strike out parts II and III. Prob-
ably the gentleman meant parts III and
IV, did he not?

Mr. WILLIS. Yes. Iwasabouttosay
that the amendment would strike out
parts II, III, and IV.

Mr. KEATING. The gentleman now
says III and IV?

Mr. WILLIS. II, IITI, and IV.

Mr. Chairman, as we know by now, the
proposition before us is divided into four
parts. Part I would establish a Commis-
sion on Civil Rights. Part II would add
an additional Assistant Attorney General
to head a new division in the Department
of Justice to be known as the Division on
Civil Rights, part III purports to
strengthen the civil-rights statutes, and
part IV to further secure and protect the
right to vote.

Mr. BOYLE. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr, WILLIS. Iyield tothe gentleman
from Illinois.

Mr. BOYLE. Ithink partIreally does
not establish a Commission. It estab-
lishes a group to study this for 2 years.

Mr. WILLIS. Well, it does establish a
Commission. That is the title of it.

Mr. BOYLE. For 2 years.

Mr. WILLIS. I will come to that. I
am synopsizing the four parts.

Mr. Chairman, in offering this amend-
ment, as I said a moment ago I am
carrying out what I announced previ-
ously. I announced to the full Commit-
tee on the Judieiary, I announced to the
Rules Committee and I announced on
the floor I would offer this amendment,
the effect of which is to strike out parts
IT, IIT, and IV.

Under the language of the amendment
I have offered the language in part I is
kept intact except in three simple in-
stances. On page 22 of the bill, section
104 (b) reads as follows:

{(b) The Commission may accept and
utilize services of voluntary and uncom-
pensater.t personnel and pay any such per-
sonnel actual and necessary traveling and
subsistence expenses incurred while engaged
in the work of the Commission (or, in lieu of
subsistence, a per diem allowance at a rate
not in excess of $12).

My amendment deletes that provision.
Then again, on page 22, section 104 (¢)
presently reads:

(c) The Commission may constitute such
advisory committees and may consult with
such representatives of State and local gov-
ernments, and private organizations, as it
deems advisable.

I substitute new language for section
104 (c) to read:

The Commission shall consult with the
governors and attorneys general of the re-
spective States and may consult with such
other representatives of State and local gov-
ernments as it deems advisable.

The third change in the entire part I
made by my amendment would be to de-
lete on page 24, lines 6 through 24, lan~
guage relating to the subpena power.
Now, with these three slight changes, im-
portant though they are, I have offered
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this proposal as a substitute, and I do
so for two primary reasons:

No. 1: In his state of the Union mes-
sage the President of the United States
asked only for a Commission. He did
not ask for any further enactment of
law in the areas that this bill reaches
during this session of the Congress. Of
course, we have been told that the Presi-
dent now approves parts IT, ITT, and IV in
addition to part I establishing the Com-
mission. I cannot speak for the admin-
istration, but I think from my knowledge
of the facts I can assert as a fact that
there is no particular anxiety on the part
of the President for us to do anything
more than what he asked for in his state
of the Union message, namely, the estab-
lishment of a Commission. And, I do so
for these reasons: His state of the Union
message was not followed up by the in-
troduction of any legislation of any kind;
not even the establishment of a Commis-
sion, much less legislation along the lines
of parts IT, ITIT, and IV,

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Louisiana has expired.

Mr. SMITH of Virginia. Mr. Chair-
man, I ask unanimous consent that the
gentleman from Louisiana [Mr. WiLLis]
may proceed for 5 additional minutes.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Virginia?

There was no objection.

Mr. WILLIS. We encountered in the
Committee on the Judiciary having
charge of this legislation much delay in
receiving any word from the administra-
tion in connection with this legislation
in answer to the request of the commit-
tee. As a matter of fact, the Attorney
General was invited many times to ap-
pear before the subcommittee, which is
normal procedure, to give evidence and to
express the views of the administration,
but he never did appear before the sub-
committee. He appeared once by special
invitation of the full committee when we
were about to consider a resolution as to
what to do with this troublesome prob-
lem. Up to that time we had a bill in-
troduced by the gentleman from New
York which contained provisions entire-
ly different than those now before the
House. Finally, the Attorney General
appeared before the full Committee on
the Judiciary, and just about the same
time. a measure was finally introduced
carrying out Mr. Brownell's version,
which is the bill before the House at this
very moment. So I say that all in all I
am personally confident, from the facts
as I know them, that it would not be too
displeasing, if not entirely satisfactory to
the administration, if we dealt only with
the subject matter of the establishment
of a Commission.

The second reason for my proposal as a
substitute, striking out parts ITI, III, and
IV, is this. Part I of the bill establishes
a Commission and directs the Commis-
sion to investigate allegations concerning
the matters spelled out in the bill. The
purpose and effect of part I, one would
imagine, is to verify these allegations for
the information of Congress in order
that after the Commission filed its re-
port, within 2 years, we could then pro-
ceed to legislate. As a matter of fact,
that is what the President proposed
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specifically in his state of the Union mes-
sage; to establish the Commission for a
2-year period, to await the findings and
recommendations and then we would
proceed to legislate.

On the other hand, after doing that—
launching an investigation to verify al-
legations—then come parts ITI, III, and
IV, which contain specific legislation as
though the allegations to be investi-
gated had been proven. Why should
we legislate upon matters that the Com-
mission had been instructed to investi-
gate? If the creation of a Commission
is necessary then why should we not
await the report of the Commission?
As a matter of fact, after 2 years of a
study which I hope will be long and de-
liberate and fruitful—and it could be,
probably—the Commission might come
forward with an entirely different ap-
proach to this problem.

Witness the fact that the gentleman
from New York [Mr. CELLER], the chair-
man of my committee, and a great
friend of mine, had an entirely differ-
ent idea as to what should be done.
Then Mr. Brownell came along at the
last minute and injected these other
thoughts.

So I say to you that if the Commission
makes this study and after 2 years render
its report, we may be embarrassed by a
premature action on our part at this
time.

Let me say that I do not favor the idea
of a Commission at all, and I expressed
myself so on the floor the other day.
I entertain the same views today. But
I know that legislation results from a
process of compromise based on sound
judgment. Therefore, I think it would
be a good solution if we carry out the
recommendation of the President that a
Commission be established. However, I
believe that the powers of the Commis-
sion should be restricted in the three
areas that I have indicated. First, that
it not be given power to utilize voluntary
groups; the power of the Commission to
utilize the services of volunfary groups
and organizations will result in plaguing
the Commissior. with such matters as I
described the other day. Then the Com-
mission should be directed to consult
with the governors and attorneys gen-
eral of the respective States, obtain
their ideas, study their advice, and to
get their viewpoints, the ideas of the
chief executives and law-enforcement
officers of the several States. Finally,
the subpena power should be eliminated.
I think that would be a happy solution
and I hope my proposal will be adopted.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. WILLIS. I yield to the gentle-
man from Iowa.

Mr. GROSS. Then the gentleman’s
amendment makes no change whatever
in part I, with respect to the duties of
the Commission, and so forth?

Mr. WILLIS., If does not.

Mr. GROSS. It does nof affect any
part of the vast powers given to the
Commission?

Mr. WILLIS. It does not, with the ex-
ceptions that I have indicated that it does
do away with the power of the Commis-
sion to hire voluntary groups, and so on.
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Mr. GROSS. That is very helpful, I
will say to the gentleman.

Mr. WILLIS. And secondly, it would
eliminate the subpena power. But out-
side of that, the language of part I is the
same. I do not like that language, but
believe me, I do not want to scuttle part
I I want to preserve as much of Mr.
fBriov.vmell':-; language as I think would be

air.

Mr. MURRAY of Illinois. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr, WILLIS. I yield.

Mr. MURRAY of Illinois. Is it not a
fact that, under our Constitution, if the
governors and attorneys general refuse
fo consult with this Commission we could
not do anything to compel them to con-
sult with them?

Mr. WILLIS. There may be a point
to what the gentleman states, I think,
if he can find other language to indi-
cate that they shall make an attempt to
consult. That is all I want.

Mr. SELDEN. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent to extend my re-
marks at this point in the Recoro.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Alabama?

There was no objection.

Mr. SELDEN. Mr. Chairman, let me
say at the outset that I am unalterably
opposed to the legislation now before us.
This bill transfers new and dangerous
powers to the Federal Government and
has evidently gained support as a result
of its title rather than its merits. It is
designed to undermine States rights
rather than to protect civil rights.

Even the proponents of H. R. 627 must
realize that this bill is not only loosely
drawn, but its real purpose is often hid-
den. For example, part I of H. R. 627
sets up a Commission on Civil Rights to
investigate the necessity of civil rights
legislation. Yet, parts II, III, and IV,
propose the very legislation whose need
is supposed to be investigated. If an in-
vestigation is really what the proponents
of this legislation desire, then why are its
results prejudged?

Under normal procedure, a thorough
investigation of any subject should be
conducted before remedial legislation is
considered, and this is the purpose of the
amendment now under consideration.

I therefore urge the Members of the
House to support the amendment offered
by the gentleman from Louisiana [Mr.
WiLris] to eliminate parts II, III, and IV
of H. R. 6217.

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
opposition to the amendment.

Mr. Chairman, it is with reluctance
that I oppose anything that the distin-
guished gentleman from Louisiana pro-
poses. Ihave a deep and abiding respect
for him and his opinions. However, I
feel that if we were to adopt his amend-
ment we would scuttle this bill. We
would take the very guts out of it.

We read daily of the deprivation of
civil rights in various parts of the coun-
try. One of the purposes of this bill is
to preserve those civil rights guaranteed
by the Constitution, particularly amend-
ments 14 and 15. The present statute is
woefully inadequate to preserve those
rights and to prevent erosion of these
rights. Part IIT, which is sought to be
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stricken, seeks to strengthen those civil-
rights statutes, which go back many
years, but as a result of various inter-
pretations of the courts have dwindled
into empty rights. They are not ade-
quate for the situation as it exists today.
It would be like applying a horse-and-
buggy technique to an atomic era. So
that it is necessary to build on those old
statutes. We do not put up a great
superstructure thereon, but I do believe
in a measurable degree protection will
be given to those who are daily having
their rights unduly taken from them.

I do not believe we can disregard some
of the events that we have heard of which
have culminated in the desegregation
decision of the Supreme Court and which
has prompted legislation of this char-
acter. We cannot remain purblind and
myopic to those events.

For example, we cannot disregard the
lessons that flow from the Emmet Till
murder and the Montgomery bus boy-
cott and the student transportation
strike in Tallahassee, the barring of the
NAACP in two States, and more particu-
larly the White Citizens Councils. As
the result of their machinations, em-
ployees are fired because of race or color,
mortgages are foreclosed, farmers are
denied credit, lawyers and doctors are
intimidated, and stores are boycotted be-
cause they sought to proteet constitu-
tional rights—rights of themselves and
rights of their fellows.

We read of all manner and kinds of
excesses. They are deplorable. The
very object of this legislation is, shall I
say, to start a train of remedies or a train
of statutes to get after these excesses that
result in taking away from our citizens
their natural rights, their constitutional
rights.

For example, we know in one State
there are all manner and kinds of em-
ployment discriminations. As a result,
for example, of a revision of the law in
South Carolina on February 15, 1953,
it is unlawful to employ colored and
white in the same room in the textile in-
dustry. Any citizen of a county can sue
the defending company and collect $100
for each violation. Now there are scores
of similar State laws of that nature. We
cannot blind ourselves to these situa-
tions. While it may be true that this
particular proposed statute before us is
not aimed at those specific cases, I will
say that these old statutes which go back
to 1871 could conceivably be stretched
by court decisions to get at these very
violations—I say could—but what we do
by this legislation is to make more defi-
nite those old moth-eaten statutes. I
hope, therefore, the amendment will not
prevail.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from New York has expired.

Mr. COLMER. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
may proceed for an additional 2 minutes
so that I may propound a question to
him.

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection,
it is so ordered.

There was no objection.

Mr. COLMER. The gentleman re-
ferred to the so-called Till murder case.
If that were a murder, and I am willing
now to assume that it was for the pur-
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pose of this question, and if so a very
deplorable one, does the gentleman mean
that in a case of murder the Federal
courts would have exclusive jurisdiction
under this proposal to the exclusion of
the State courts?

Mr. CELLER. I did not say that. I
was very careful in my statement. I said,
‘“‘Events of that character alerted the Na-
tion to the need for taking some legisla=
tive steps.” I said that not only is there
a need to pass the bill, but there may be
the need to start a chain of other bills to
meet the situations.

Mr. COLMER. Then, assuming again
that that was a murder, and if so, I re-
peat, a deplorable one; is there anything
in this bill which would touch on that
question or which would solve it?

Mr. CELLER. That question is going
to take more than a half minute to
answer, but I will say this. If individ-
uals under color of authority, and I em-
phasize that—take steps to prevent any-
one from exercising his constitutional
rights—and that might be involved in
some of the circumstances involving that
terrible event which you have men-
tioned——

Mr. COLMER. The gentleman men-
tioned it first.

Mr. CELLER. Whoever mentioned
it—it matters not—it is a fact. But to
continue. Then those individuals could
be brought to book, civilly and criminally
under the present statute.

But as to those criminal sanctions for
violations of the old statute, because of
present tensions and past tensions in the
local communities, grand juries have
failed to bring in true bills, petit juries
have refused to indict and even judges
have forsaken their duty in making ap-
propriate charges because of the pres-
sures, tensions, and difficulties that exist
locally. Those laws have been rendered
abortive. The individuals who have the
right to sue in their private capacity
are in the main indigent or ignorant.
They know not of their rights. If they
know of their rights, they have not the
wherewithal to sue as private individ-
uals. Therefore, what we do by this bill
in part IIT particularly is to give the
Attorney General the right to represent
those individuals who have bheen ag-
grieved so that they can have their day
in court at least.

Mr, COLMER. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield further?

Mr, CELLER. I yield to the gentle~
man.

Mr. COLMER. What I am trying to
get the gentleman to say in one way
or another is this: Does the gentleman
propose we should have the jurisdiction
of the crime of murder taken away from
the sovereign States and placed in the
Federal Government?

Mr. CELLER. That cannot be an-
swered categorically, but I will say that
if in that crime of murder there is a
combination of individuals who have
concertedly sought and actually have de-
prived an individual of his constitution-
al rights—for example if he wished to
complain about the murder—he has a
right to complain. If that concerfed ef-
fort prevents him from complaining, and
they exercise reprisals against him, then
the law today gives him the right to

13531

complain—it may be an empty right be-
cause, as I said, it is a poor individual
usually; he does not know his rights.
He is often cowed and intimidated. If
he knows his rights, he may not have
the wherewithal to proceed; so we say
let the Attorney General come in. I am
not one of those who likes to give this
power to the Attorney General. It goes
against my principles to give an agent
of the Government such tremendous
power. But when we have a danger of
this character we have to meet that
danger with a power that is equal to
overcome that danger. That is why I
am willing to go this far, as to give the
Attorney General the right to bring this
action on the part of an individual ag-
grieved.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from New York [Mr. CELLER]
has expired.

Mr. COLMER. Mr. Chairman——

Mr. ALGER. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike out the last word.

The CHATRMAN. The Chair is going
to alternate from one side to the other
in recognizing Members. The gentle-
man from Texas [Mr. ALcer] is recog-
nized.

Mr. ALGER. I yield to the gentleman
from Mississippi.

Mr. COLMER. I do not want to take
advantage of my gracious friend.

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Will
somebody yield to me to make a unani-
mous-consent request?

Mr. COLMER. If I understood the
Chair, he said he would alternate, and
I may get recognition in my own time,
or that I might get recognition now and
yield to the gentleman from Texas. But
if the gentleman yields to me, and I have
the floor, then I will proceed.

The CHAIRMAN, Allow the Chair to
make it clear that in order to be fair he
is going to try to alternate frcm one side
to the other. If the gentleman from
Texas [Mr, ALcEr] wants to use his time,
he is at liberty to do so. If he wants to
vield, he may do so, or he can yield the
floor and be recognized later.

Mr. GROSS. Is this coming out of
the gentleman'’s time?

Mr. ALGER. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent to proceed for 5 addi-
tional minutes.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Texas? ; -

There was no objection.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Texas is recognized for 10 minutes.

Mr, COLMER. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr, ALGER. I yield to the gentle-
man from Mississippi.

Mr. COLMER. I do not want to leave
this very, very important question that
I raised with the distinguished gentle-
man from New York [Mr, CELLER], as to
just how far we are going and how far
we propose to go under the guise of
protecting the rights of minority groups
at the expense of the sovereignty of the
States. If we follow the line of reason-
ing of the gentleman from New York
[Mr, CELLER], then we are going to fur-
ther rape the sovereignty of the States
by removing from them the traditional
jurisdiction to try the crime of murder.
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Now let me say that I do not condone
the erime in the so-called Till case. And
I must not trespass upon the time of my
friend from Texas.

Mr. ALGER. I was hoping the gen-
tleman would not continue too long, but
he may proceed, if he yields the floor
back to me.

Mr, COLMER. The gentleman is very
gracious and I will not take more of his
time than to say that no one in Missis-
sippi holds any brief for the murder of
Till or anybody else, but the issue in-
volved here is whether we are going to
surrender one of the few rights left to
the States to an ever increasingly power-
ful Federal Government.

I thank the gentleman from Texas for
his generosity and his graciousness.

Mr. ALGER. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent to proceed out of
order.

The CHATRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Texas?

There was no objection.

Mr. ALGER. Mr. Chairman, in the
last few weeks, if reliable reports are to
be believed, there has been a great stir-
ring among some of the politicans in this
country for action by Congress on a num-
ber of issues lest the coming campaign
find these samz2 politicians with little
about which to argue. I find their con-
cern both puzzling and appalling.

For one, I should never stigmatize this
84th meeting as a “do-nothing’” Congress.
‘Would to goodness it had done a great
deal less. My puzzlement should sur-
prise no one, for I confess I have gone
around here a little puzzled, if not down-
right perplexed, a good deal of the time
during the 2 years it has been privileged
to sit, and to learn, in this greatest legis=-
lative assembly in the world. Should
and can a Congressman vote his convic-
tions?

Almost 2 years ago, I faithfully prom-
ised the people of Dallas that I would be
guided in my actions here by the clear
and simple philosophy outlined in the
Declaration of Independence and by the
equally clear and simple mandates of our
Constitution. I pledged to the people of
Dallas that I would measure every bill
considered by two yardsticks: First is this
a function of the Federal Government?
and, second, can we afford it? I further
promised them, in utter good faith and
with absoclute sincerity, that on the posi-
tive side I would use four guideposts to
determine the positive merits of every
piece of legislation and offer my active
support to those which measured up.
The guideposts: First, stop increasing the
size of the Federal Government; second,
eliminate Federal Government from
those areas where it has no place being;
third, decentralize the Government back
to the States wherever possible; and,
fourth, conform in every case to the
principles outlined in the Declaration of
Independence, and the rules laid down
in the Constitution.

Goodness knows, this was a simple
enough platform, and one firm enough
to support any who would stand on it.
Like Alice’s looking glass, however,
when viewed from the perspective of that
platform, much of the legislation passed
in this Congress makes no sense at all.
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Could it be that these principles make
an excellent platform to stand upon
while being photographed, but one which
offers no protection from the elements in
the event of a political storm? For I
have been told on more than one occa-
sion that to stand flatfootedly in such
an exposed position and vote invariably
according to my own convictions is “po=
litical suicide.” There is the heart of
the puzzle, and as I listen to colleagues
in committee and on the floor, my per-
plexity only inecreases.

Before examining specific legislation,
consider the yardsticks and guideposts.
To stop increasing the size of Federal
Government and limiting government to
its proper functions implies an advocacy
of States rights. While many of us
criticize the Supreme Court judicial re-
interpretation of the Constitution, which
curtails States rights, what have we
done in legislation?

The bill authorizing our vast highway
program boosted the Federal Govern-
ment’s contribution from 50 to 90 per-
cent and in one swoop transferred the
authority to set wage rates and working
conditions from each State capital to
Washington, Also, States are offered
Federal funds for reimbursement of
utility relocation costs “if State law per-
mits” which simply forces States not now
conforming to alter their laws. Of
course, we need the highways and for
2 years in my committee I worked for
them, but the final bill violated States
rights and concentrates greater power
in Washington, even though it does face
up to pay-as-we-go financing which sat-
isfies the can-we-aflord-it yardstick.

By the time we got through with the
much-needed water pollution bill it prof-
fered new and different Federal help
direct to localities without traditional
State participation. This huge new
grant-in-aid program to build local
sewage-disposal facilities assumes what
have been, prior to this, local and State
responsibilities. Once again, States
rights took a licking not necessary in
such a bill, so I voted against it. Here,
again, a bill fails under the first yard-
stick, as is so often the case, before we
even consider: Can we afford it?

Public-power development, putting
Uncle Sam in the business of generating
electricity at the expense of all taxpay-
ers for the benefit of those in certain
areas of the country, transfers State au-
thority to the Federal Government at an
alarming rate as huge Federal expendi-
tures are poured into almost countless
existing projects. TVA expansion and
the Colorado River project are but two I
voted against, feeling that it is not the
business of Federal Government to gen-
erate electricity for sale. I do not see
why Dallas citizens must help pay for
others’ electric power as well as their
own which is not subsidized by Govern-
ment.

‘When the public-housing bill came up,
we heard its advocates argue that we
should now build federally subsidized
housing for middle-income families and
without relationship to slum clearance.
Now, nobody is against all our citizens
having decent housing—of course, they
should. But is it the funetion of our
Government to provide it? Socialism, of
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course, advocates this. There are other
ways to secure housing in a country of
free people than by dependence on the
Federal Government. So I voted against
the public-housing bill.

How about the bill increasing the min-
imum wage? Is this a function of Fed-
eral Government? Here is a real teaser
which even the committee which studied
the bill could not, or did not, answer.
It is a documented fact that the com-
mittee could not define “interstate
commerce” properly to account for the
right of Federal Government to set
wages, but the bill passed the House any-
way, with no one bothering to answer
this question. Again, I was dragging my
feet and voting against it on principle.

Is construction of school rooms a func-
tion of Federal Government? We well
know that we cannot keep the education
of our children under local jurisdiction
and permit the Federal Treasury to foot
the bill. A responsible Federal Govern-
ment must supervise its own expendi-
tures and the bill itself contains 29 pages
of detailed terms and conditions under
which Federal aid might be extended.
Federal law is written by politically-
minded Congressmen, and I voted
against this bill which I felt could bring
our schools under Federal and political
domination.

Foreign aid presents a dilemma not
easily resolved and I painstakingly
studied the bill, read the committee re-
ports, and listened to the entire debate.
Grave doubts plagued me over whether
or not such aid could accomplish our in-
tended goals. At the same time, even
the constitutionality of such expendi-
tures seems questionable. This, plus
bookkeeping errors amounting to hun-
dreds of millions of dollars and unex-
pended balances of billions, sufficiently
satisfied me that the program was not
satisfactory in its present form.

These measures represent some of the
accomplishments of the 84th Congress
and probably were among the most dif-
ficult. After study and debate the an-
swer for me was not difficult because I
adhered to my yardsticks of principle
and voted according to the facts. Is this
not a Congressman’s duty?

On the positive side, a great many bills
embodying much-needed legislation were
left untouched or passed over in com-
mittee.

The field of tax revision, particularly
income tax, needs great study and cor-
rection. How about legislation requiring
that Congress balance the budget yearly?
The national debt retirement warrants
congressional attention. The need for
reform in our electoral procedures has
long been recognized, yet the House gave
it no thought. Another provocative
thought—why does Congress not pro-
pose a constitutional amendment to give
the States full power to amend the Con-
stitution without the intervention of
Congress? Though the people recognize
that we should never let our Constitution
be changed by use of treaty power, yet
Congress did nothing. Then, if we really
believe in efficient, dependable, stream-
lined government, why did we not con-
sider the bills to implement the Hoover
Commission’s findings? Waste, overlap-
ping agencies, duplicated effort, costing
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billions of dollars yearly have been un-
covered and documented by the biparti-
san Hoover Commission. I, for one, did
my best to put these sensible recommen-
dations into law by sponsoring many bills
embodying the Hoover Commisison rec-
ommendations. Little hope exists for
their consideration. Would these bills
not have been worthy of the most re-
sponsible and do-something Congress?
The President specifically requested
their consideration, mentioning several
as particularly meritorious, but Congress
would not act.

Instead of such legislation, we spent
time and effort on strictly political legis-
lation and pure demogoguery consider-
ing the $20 tax cut, civil rights, veterans’
pensions, the “little man” pleadings, and
others. The $20 tax cut was proposed
early last year before appropriation bills

.were considered, which would tell us the
year's planned expenditures and at a
time of deficit financing. This was not
responsible fiscal action. No one wants
to oppose a tax cut, of course. Appar-
ently, some never will. But I could not
vote for this bill whose questionable aim
was an effort to buy votes. True, it
might have embarrassed an administra-
tion trying hard to balance the budget,
and the budget has been balanced; but
the Democrat proponents forgot, at least
temporarily, that this being a Democrat
controlled Congress, the responsibility
for such action would be theirs. Also for=
gotten was the embarrassment this ac-
tion would cause those Democrat Con-
gressmen who would not approve this
political bill.

The civil rights bill found Congress-

men of both parties faced with a bill that
threatened unlimited damage to the civil
liberties of all citizens. The proponents
were placed in a particularly bad light in
bringing the bill up just before adjourn-
ment, expecting thus to be able to try
politically to win votes throughout the
country, yet certain that time, or the
- Senate, would prevent its passage. Such
poorly written legislation can do irre-
parable damage to the freedom of our
citizens, even as Congressmen refuse to
oppose it, not because they believe it to
be good legislation, but because they are
afraid to oppose the name “civil rights.”
How ironie, if in the name of civil liberty,
we were to subject ourselves to the abso-
lute dictation of our own Central Gov-
ernment,

The veterans’ non-service-connected
disability pension bill would have been
funny, as events developed during de-
bate, were it not so serious. Many Con-
gressmen who opposed this bill in prin-
ciple voted against the bill, but when the
record rollecall was demanded, many
changed their vote. Is this responsible
representation of constituents? I voted
against the bill because I felt that serv-
ice-connected disabled veterans came
first.

Finally, to summarize other demagogie,
not statesmanlike, floor action, I recall
the many references to the little man,
so-called, the nameless class of people
who some claim are particularly deserv-
ing of the Federal hand-out and atten-
tion. Suppose a Congressman is for the
little man. Then, to be consistent, he
must vote to prevent inflation which
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waters the earnings, buying power, and
savings of those of lower income. This
means such a Congressman must vote
against the countless social programs
and big paternal Government appro-
priations, because it is these very ex-
penditures that make the taxload so
heavy on this little man. Why not cut
the size of Government and permit a tax
cut which would return money to the tax-
payer’s pocket. Those who proclaim
most loudly their concern for the little
man are the very ones who vote for all
appropriations. Remember, “tax, tax,
spend, spend, elect, elect”?

Who now will proclaim the facts of la-
bor’s stake in industry and this American
paradise of little man’s capitalism where
the worker is privileged to own his busi-
ness through stock participation.

In Congress we hear demagogery on
the trickle-down versus percolate-up
Federal grants and very little on the vir-
tues of the free enterprise system which
has given the laboring man the world'’s
highest living standard. If we do not

‘vote to nurture and preserve the goose

that lays the golden eggs, we could be
the funeral arrangers for free enterprise,
individual freedom, and the American
system of Government.

The voting record I have outlined has
been built upon honest conviction, but
again the recurring question, “Can a
Congressman vote his convictions and
remain in Congress?” Admittedly, the
platform upon which I have stood and
from which I cast my votes has at times
been a cold and lonely place. Colleagues
of considerably greater seniority have
termed my course “political suicide.” In
his analysis of the 84th Congress, issued
between sessions, Walter Reuther made
it very apparent that he and I agree on
next to no point whatever. There are
those who believe that in order to get
along you have to go along—that party
regularity comes first. I cannot endorse
this rubber-stamp policy, nor has my
party ever asked it of me. Mr. Paul
Butler told me to my face that “We in-
tend to see that you do not return.” The
ADA figured that from their viewpoint
my batting average in the first session
was an absolute zero.

It may well be that the course I have
followed is politically suicidal. Having
never held a public post or political job
before, perhaps I am sort of like the
bumblebee—who theoretically cannot fly
for lack of wing area—and should not be
here at all. To have voted contrary to
the basic principles I have laid down in
order to curry political favor, I feel,
would have been insulting to the intel-
ligence of those people who were good
enough to put their faith in me. Votes
based on conviction suicidal? I doubt it.

Mr. MASON. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. ALGER. I yield to the gentleman
from Illinois.

Mr. MASON. T say to the gentleman
after 20 years in this body that a man
can and should vote his convictions, re-
gardless of partisanship, and that man
will return.

Mr. DEROUNIAN. Mr, Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. ALGER. 1yield to the gentfleman
from New York.

13533

Mr. DEROUNIAN. May I say to the
gentleman from Texas that in his brief
2 years as a Member of this House he has
gained the admiration and respect of
his colleagues not only for his industry
and perseverance but for his refresh-
ing attitude, his clean way of living, and
I congratulate the gentleman. I predict
he will be back the next time with even
a greater majority than before.

Mr. LANHAM. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike out the requisite number
of words.

Mr. Chairman, T believe that even we
Democrats are a little bit glad of the
political accident that sent our good
friend from Texas [Mr. ALcer] here as a
Member. He has won the hearts and
the respect of all of us. I count him as
one of my very true friends.

Mr. Chairman, I was rather surprised
at the statement of the distinguished
gentleman from New York [Mr. CELLER]
when he said that in principle he thought
that the Attorney General should not be
given so much power. I wonder if he
means by that he is rising above princi-
ple to support this bill? That is what it
sounded like to me and I think that is
what you will have to do if you vote for
this bill.

I rise in support of the pending
amendment and I do so at this time be-
cause of the colloquy between the distin-
guished gentleman from Mississippi and
the distinguished gentleman from New
York relative to invasion of the rights of
the States to conduct their own affairs,
and especially to conduct their own
courts.

In this connection I want to call your
attention to a case again that happened
in my own district, just to show you what
will happen if you give an Attorney Gen-
eral all this power. Moreover, what
happened in my State happened with-
out his having this power that you pro-
pose to give him in this bill.

Mr. Chairman, I rise also in opposi-
tion to the so-called civil-rights bill
which, in my opinion, should better be
called the civil-wrongs bill. As the dis-
tinguished gentleman from Texas [Mr.
Alger] has said, more civil and individual
rights will be destroyed by this bill than
will be protected.

So much has been said and so ably by
those who are in favor of the bill and
those who are opposed to it that it does
not seem necessary for me to repeat the
arguments which have been adduced on
the question.

As the able gentleman from Louisiana
[Mr. Wirris] has so forcefully told you,
this bill does not give a single right to
any individual but concentrates power
in the Attorney General even to the ex-
tent of permitting him to bring a suit
either for damages or an injunction not
only without consulting the aggrieved
person but even over the objection of
such person. This is an astounding pro-
posal; and if so many were not intent
upon passing this bill for purely poli-
tieal purposes, the House would be
shocked and would revolt against the
bill’s passage.

Within this bill are the seeds of a
Soviet-type gestapo, of secret informers,
and, if the bill should become law, we
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would be faced with the knock on the
door at midnight of the secret and un-
paid agents of the Commission set up
by this bill and the tools of the Attorney
General. We could be jailed without
the benefit of trial by jury and at the
instigation of faceless informers. The
minds of Khrushchev, Bulganin, or
Stalin himself could not have conceived
a more dangerous surrender of indi-
vidual power to a government official,
politically minded as our Attorneys Gen-
eral usually are.

I warn you that in adopting this bill
vou are creating a Frankenstein monster
that can destroy us all. Power corrupts
and absolute power corrupts absolutely,
as it has been said. No Attorney Gen-
eral should be entrusted with such power
as this bill would give him.

The people of my district have tasted
the bitter brew concocted of the unwar-
ranted interference by the present po-
litically minded Attorney General who
sent his snoopers into Cobb County, Ga.,
not to protect anyone’s civil rights but
to interfere with the administration of
the courts of law in that great county
of my district. He did this without con-
sultation with and, I believe, over the
objection of the United States district
attorney for the Northern District of
Georgia. He did it upon the insistence
of the NAACP which had interfered in
the defense of a Negro rapist who had
twice been convicted of the offense and

who was at the time of his last offense .

of the same sort serving a sentence for
one of the previous assaults upon white
women. Moreover, the accused l.ad ad-
mitted a third such offense and was con-
victed and sentenced to death though
represented by able counsel appointed
by the court and later had his convic-
tion affirmed by the Supreme Court of
Georgia where he was represented by
one of the ablest lawyers in the State
employed by the NAACP.

And the snoopers who made the inves-
tigation did not confine themselves to
an investigation but slyly made sugges-
tions which the officers of the court took
to be an attempt to prevent further
prosecution of the Negro who, in the
meantime, had been granted a new trial
by the United States Supreme Court
upon a trivial point of law.

It is perfectly apparent that you will
pass this bill but when you do you are
sowing the wind and those who come
after, your descendants and mine, will
reap the whirlwind.

. Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr.
Chairman, I move to strike out the last
word, and I ask unanimous consent to
proceed out of order.

The CHAIRMAN. 1Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Michigan?

There was no objection.

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr.
Chairman, in order that the Congress
may legislate wisely and effectively, we
have certain rules of the House. We have
rules which are written and we have rules
that rest upon practice. For at least
the last 20 years when a Member made
an objection to a unanimous consent re-
quest, especially for the consideration of
a bill, it has been understood, and the
practice has been followed, that that bill
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would not be brought up again without
the individual who made the objection
being notified. On more than one occa-
sion I have made objection to bills, and
the majority leadership has assured me,
and has followed that practice clear
through to the end—that that legislation
would not again be brought before the
House until I had been given an oppor-
tunity to object, if my objection still re-
mained.

Unless we have an observance of the
rules of the House, unless we can trust
one another and rely upon agreements
made, conditions expressed, especially
when made in the House, we will have
trouble in the House in legislating wisely
and constructively.

Let me call your attention now to what
happened here recently.

When, on July 2, the Consent Calendar
was called —CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, page
11604—the coastwise trade bill, H. R.
11122, 'was called. The genileman from
Iowa [Mr. CunNINGHAM] said:

Mr. Speaker, I understand that this bill is
programed to be called up under suspension
of the rules. Therefore, I ask unanimous
consent that it be passed over without preju-
dice.

The SrEAKER pro tempore. 1Is there objec-
tion to the request of the gentleman from
Iowa?

There was no objection.

The same day, July 2—CONGRESSIONAL
RECORD, page 11630—the gentleman from
North Carolina [Mr. BoNnNeEr] moved to
suspend the rules and pass the bill, H. R.
11122. The bill was debated—CONGRES-
s1oNAL REcorp, pages 11630-11635—a
vote was taken, and on a division, there
were ayes 101, noes 90. The bill was not
passed. The following then occurred:

Mr. BoNNER. Mr. Speaker, as I stated be-
fore, I object to the vote on the ground that
there is no quorum, but I am not going to
ask for a rollcall vote now, I ask unanimous
consent that further proceedings on this
bill be postponed until Friday.

There was no objection.

On Friday, July 6—CONGRESSIONAL
REcorp, page 11945—the following oc-
curred:

COASTWISE TRADE

The Speaxer. The unfinished business is
on suspension of the rules and passage of
the bill (H. R. 11122) to promote the develop-
ment and rehabilitation of the coastwise
trade, to encourage the construction of new
vessels, and for other purposes, which the
Clerk will report by title.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

Mr. MARTIN. Mr. Speaker, I think the Mem-
bers of the House would like an explanation
as to what this suspension is.

The SPEAKER. This is a bill, the considera-
tion of which was carried over from last Mon-
day until today.

Mr. BoNNER. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent to withdraw further considera-
tion of this bill, as I have requested a rule
from the Rules Committee.

The SPEaKER. Is there objection to the re-
quest of the gentleman from North Carolina?

Mr. Van ZawpT. Mr. Speaker, reserving the
right to object, if the gentleman’s request is
granted, does that mean it may be called up
at any time between now and the adjourn-
ment of Congress?

Mr. BonNer. No. I will bring it up under
a rule.

Mr. Curtis of Massachusetts. Mr. Speaker,
reserving the right to object, is this the
tanker bill?
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The Speaxer. It had something to do with
that matter.

Mr. Curtis of Massachusetts. We had two
bills, Mr. Speaker.

The SpeakKer. The gentleman from North
Carolina can perhaps inform the gentleman.

Mr. BoONNER. Mr. Speaker, this bill provided
for the chartering of tankers from the re-
serve fleet.

The Speaxer. Is there objection to the re-

quest of the gentleman from North Caro-
lina?

There was no objection.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Michigan has expired.

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr.
Chairman. I ask unanimous consent to
proceed for 5 additional minutes.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Michigan?

There was no objection.

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr.
Chairman, on July 16—CONGRESSIONAL
RECORD, page 12888—Mr. GarmATZ, of
the Committee on Merchant Marine and
Fisheries, asked and received unanimous
consent that the committee sit during
general debate that afternoon.

July 16 the speaker announced that
it was Consent Calendar day. The Clerk
called the coastwise trade bill, H. R.
11122, and there being no objection, the
committee amendments were adopted,
the bill was ordered to be engrossed, was
read a third time and passed, and a mo-
tion to reconsider was laid on the table—
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, page 12892,

_Mr. BONNER. Mr. Chairman, would
the gentleman yield?

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. I yield.

Mr. BONNER. I did not ask unani-
mous consent to call the bill up. The
bill was on the Consent Calendar. I was
not on the floor.

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. As to
whether you were on the floor, I have no
information. The bill was on the Con-
sent Calendar. The Speaker ordered the
Clerk to call the next bill. The Clerk
called the next bill which was H. R. 11122,
Why the bill was not stricken from the
Consent Calendar, why it was called
again, I do not know.

Mr. BONNER. I understood the gen-
tleman to say that I asked unanimous
consent.

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. No. If
I did, I was in error. The REcorp does
not show the gentleman asked that the
bill be called. The REecorp shows that
the bill was called up on the Consent Cal-
endar in the regular way after the gen-
tleman said on July 6 he would bring it
up under a rule.

Mr. BONNER. I was not on the floor.
I was out of town and returned, when
the Consent Calendar was being con-
sidered.

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. That is
enough of an explanation, if that is all
the gentleman wants to say,

Also on July 16, at page 12916 there is
the following :

Mr. ZELENKO. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous
consent to return for immediate considera-
tion to Consent Calendar No. 626, the bill
(H. R. 11122) to promot.e the development
and rehabilitation of the coastwise trade, to
encourage the construction of new vessels,
and for other purposes.

Mr. BoNNER. I object, Mr. Speaker.
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The gentleman was here that day. If
he was out of town, he came back on
the 16th the day the bill was called and
passed. After it was passed he objected
to a reconsideration—accepted the bene-
fit of the what I consider improper
action.

Still later the same day July 16—Con-
GRESSIONAL RECORD, page 12961—the fol-
lowing occurred:

CoASTWISE TRADE

Mr. ZereNEO. Mr, Speaker, I ask unanim-
ous consent that the House reconsider the
action it took today in passing the bill (H. R.
11122) to promote the development and re-
habilitation of the coastwise trade, to en-
courage the construction of new vessels, and
for other purposes. That bill was No. 626 on
the Consent Calendar called today.

Mr. RopeEsoNy of Virginia. I object, Mr,
Speaker.

The following day, July 17—CONGRES-
SIONAL REcORrRD page 13192—the gentle-
man from Pennsylvania [Mr, Van ZanpT]
was given permission to address the
House for 1 minute and to revise and ex-
tend his remarks, which were as follows:

DEVELOPMENT AND REHABILITATION OF COAST=
WISE TRADE

(Mr. Vaxn Zawor asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1 minute
and to revise and extend his remarks.)

Mr. Van Zawor. Mr, Speaker, yesterday
during the call of the Consent Calendar the
bill, H. R. 11122, to promote the development
and rehabilitation of the coastwise trade, to
encourage the construction of new vessels,
and for other purposes was approved.

While I knew that H. R. 11122 was on the
Consent Calendar and while I did not have
the opportunity to object to its considera-
tion, based on a commitment I received from
the gentleman from North Carolina [Mr,
BonNnNEer] on July 6 and recorded in the Con-
GRESSIONAL Recorp of that date, page 11945,
it was my understanding the bill would not
be called up on the Consent Calendar but
under a rule which has been requested.

Let me read the colloguy which took
place between Mr. BoNNErR and me as re-
corded on page 11945 of the CONGRESSIONAL
Recorp of July 6, immediately after the
Speaker had announced that the unfinished
Business at this time “is on suspension of the
rules and passage of the bill, H. R. 11122."

My colleague from North Carolina [Mr.
BonNER] sald:

“I ask unanimous consent to withdraw
further consideration of this bill as I have
requested a rule from the Rules Committee.”

The Speaker then sald:

“Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from North Carolina?"

At this point I arose and said:

“Mr. Speaker, reserving the right to object,
if the gentleman's request is granted, does
that mean it may be called up at any time
between now and the adjournment of Con-
gress?"

Mr. BoNNER replied:

“No; I will bring it up under a rule.”

Mr. Speaker, I took my colleague of North
Carolina [Mr. BoNNER] at his word and I was
amazed, as were many other Members of the
House, when he objected to the request of
the gentleman from New York [Mr. ZELENEO]
on page 12016 of the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD
when he requested reconsideration of H. R.
11122,

Mr. Speaker, the parliamentary situation
here in the House is such that those of us
who are opposed to the legislation have no
alternative but to appeal to the Senate. In
fact, such action has already been taken
because, in our opinion, the legislation is an
out and out glveaway of the taxpayers'
money to a steamship company that the
bill is tailored to favor.
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On July 17, the gentleman from New
York [Mr. ZeLEnko] in the CoONGRES-
sIONAL Recorp, extended his remarks
protesting the passage of the coastwise
trade bill H. R. 11122, His remarks read
as follows:

H. R. 11122
(Extension of remarks of Hon. HERBERT

ZELENEO, of New York, in the House of

Representatives, Tuesday, July 17, 1856)

Mr. ZELENKO. Mr. Speaker, on July 186,
there appeared on the Consent Calendar of
the House, H. R. 11122, a bill dealing with
the charter of tankers under certain con-
ditions.

Had I been present when this bill was
called up, I would have objected. I have
vigorously opposed this bill at all times,
in the Merchant Marine and Fisheries Com-
mittee and on the floor of the House.

It was my personal understanding, and
that of many other Members, perhaps
naively, that this measure would not be
brought up at that time by its proponents.

On July 2, 19566, it first appeared on the
Consent Calendar of the House. At that
time, the following took place:

“The Clerk called the bill (H. R. 11122) to
promote the development and rehabilitation
of the coastwise trade, to encourage the con-
struction of new vessels, and for other pur=
poses.

“Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Speaker, I under-
stand that this bill is programed to be called
up under suspension of the rules, There=-
fore, I ask unanimous consent that it be
passed over without prejudice.

“The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objec-
tion to the request of the gentleman from
Iowa?

“There was no objection.”

Later, on the same day, under suspension,
debate was had on the bill. At that time it
was opposed not only by myself but by the
gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr., Vaw
ZanoT|, who had demanded a second under
the suspension of rules. Other Members also
indicated their opposition. At the conclu-
sion of the debate; on a division, a vote was
taken. The ayes were 101 and the noes 90.
It appeared from the vote that the measure
was defeated under the suspension of rules.
At this point, the gentleman from North
Carolina [Mr. BownNEr|, the proponent of
the bill, objected on the ground that there
was no quorum and asked unanimous con-
sent that further proceedings on the bhill be
postponed until Friday, July 6. On page
116356 of the July 2 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD,
his verbatim statement appears as follows:

“Mr. BONNER. Mr. Speaker, as I stated be-
fore, I objected to the vote on the ground
that there is no quorum, but I am not going
to ask for a rollcall vote now. I ask unani-
mous consent that further proceedings on
this bill be postponed until Friday.

“The SPEAKER. Is there objection?

“There was no objection.”

On July 6, 19566, the bill was called up
again and the following took place, and I
quote:

“The Sreaxer. The unfinished business is
on suspension of the rules and passage of the
bill (H. R. 11122) to promote the develop-
ment and rehabilitation of the coastwise
trade, to encourage the construction of new
vessels, and for other purposes, which the
Clerk will report by title.

“The Clerk read the title of the bill.

“Mr. MaRTIN. Mr. Speaker, I think the
Members of the House would like an expla-
nation as to what this suspension is.

“The SPEAKER. This is a bill, the consider-
ation of which was carried over from last
Monday until today.

“Mr. BoNNER. Mr, Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent to withdraw further consider-
atlon of this bill, as I have requested a rule
from the Rules Committee.
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“The SpeakER, Is there objection to the re-
quest of the gentleman from North Carolina?

“Mr. VAN ZANDT. Mr. Speaker, reserving the
right to object, if the gentleman's request
is granted, does that mean it may be called
up at any time between now and the ad-
Journment of Congress?

“Mr. BONNER. No. I will bring it up under
a rule.”

Many Members of the House, including
myself, relying upon the foregoing statement
of the gentleman from North Carolina [Mr.
BoNNER], the chairman of the Merchant
Marine and Fisheries Committee, the author
of the bill, assumed, and I believe correctly,
that this bill would not be brought out again
unless it was done so under a rule,

It appeared clear to me that the bill had
been withdrawn for all purposes and consid-
eration from the floor of the House and would
not reappear unless a rule was obtained.

On July 9 and 10, the Rules Committese
held protracted hearings on this bill and, as
of today, no rule has yet been obtained, and
to all intents and purposes the matter is
still before the Rules Committee,

Yesterday, July 16, 1956, the bill again ap=-
peared on the Consent Calendar and was
passed. The House convened at 12 noon,
The passage of this bill took place sometime
before 12:20 p. m.

My absence from the floor at the convening
of the House yesterday was due to the fol-
lowing facts. At 10 a. m., an open meeting
of the Merchant Marine and Fisheries Com=-
mittee, of which the gentleman from North
Carolina [Mr. Bowner| is chairman, was held
for the resumption of labor hearings held in
Los Angeles and Long Beach, Calif. The
witnesses appearing before the committee
were Paul St. Sure, president of the Pacific
Maritime Assoclation; Harry Bridges, presi-
dent, International Longshoremen and
Warehousemen’s Union; and Ben McDonald,
Local 13, ILWU, San Pedro, Calif.

. I arrived at the committee room at about
10:30 a. m. In the absence of the chairman,
the gentleman from ' North Carolina [Mr.
Bonner]|, and in the absence of the next
ranking majority member, the gentleman
from Alabama [Mr. Boyxin]|, the meeting
was being conducted by the acting chairman,
the gentleman from Maryland [Mr. Gar-
mATZ|. The committee was in session until
Just before noon.

I left the committee hearing several min-
utes before its recess. At no time during
my attendance there was the chairman of
the committee, the gentleman from North
Carolina [Mr. BoNNER], nor the ranking ma-
Jority member, the gentleman from Alabama
[Mr. Boyrin], present. Thereupon, I went
to a meeting of a large group of Members to
discuss the civil-rights bill, which was to be
brought up on the floor.

The foregoing statement of my official con-
gressional activities yesterday morning con-
tains the reasons for my failing to be pres-
ent at the opening of the House.

Sometime between 12:15 and 12:20 p. m.,
I entered the House Chamber and walked
over to the committee table where I sat
down next to the chairman of the Merchant
Marine and Fisheries Committee, the gen-
tleman from North Carolina, who was al-
ready there. Upon inquiry, he informed me
that H. R. 11122 had been passed.

Thereafter, in order to indicate my further
opposition to the measure, I requested unan-
imous consent to return H. R. 11122 to the
floor for immedate consideration. The sole
objection was made by the chairman of the
Merchant Marine and Fisheries Committee,
the gentleman from North Carolina [Mr,
BonNERr], the author of the bill. The fol-
lowing is a verbatim extract from the House
RecorD, page 12916:

“Mr. ZELENKO. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent to return for immediate con-
sideration to Consent Calendar No. 626, the
bill (H. R. 11122), to promote the develop-
ment and rehabilitation of the coastwise
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trade, to encourage the construction of new
vessels, and for other p es.

“Mr. BoNNER. I object, Mr. Speaker.”

Several hours later, almost at the con=-
clusion of the session, I renewed the request.
Objection was then made by the gentleman
from Virginia [Mr. Roseson|. The gentle-
man from North Carolina [Mr. BoNwnEr], the
author of the bill, was present in the House
at the time and sitting alongside the gen-
tleman from Virginia, who made the objec-
tion.

In coneclusion, I direct your attention to
the title page of Cannon’s Procedure in the
House of Representatives, House Document
562. On the lower portion of the page ap-
pears the following guotation:

“BassaN1O. And I beseech you wrest once
the law to your authority; to do a great right,
do & little wrong.

“PorTiA. It must not be; * * * “twill be
recorded for a precedent, and many an error
by the same example will rush into the
state.”

Mr. Chairman, the point is this, unless
we are to go along with the rules, prac-
tices, and customs of the House, unless
the procedure of the House which en-
ables us to deal with each other from
hour to hour and day to day without
watching each other every minute of
the day are observed, unless those rules
are followed especially in the closing
days of a session we cannot legislate in-
telligently. It will be my purpose to
object to every unanimous consent re-
quest if that course be the only one
which will give members an opportunity
to know what transpires. Perhaps there
are some others on the floor who intend
to bring about orderly procedure.

Later I intend to ask for unanimous
consent to reconsider H. R. 11122, And
if objection is made, then an effort will
be made to exercise my right in the
House to object to unanimous consent
requests if that procedure will bring
correct procedure. I know that is rather
drastic procedure, it is unpleasant pro-
cedure, but I contend that our rules
must be followed if we are to do business
in an orderly constructive manner. If
relief cannot be obtained in that way
objection will not be made for I have no
desire to delay legislation.

Mr, VAN ZANDT. Mr. Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. I yield
to the gentleman.

Mr. VAN ZANDT. IthinkIshould add
this point: that the House considered
the bill under suspension, and was about
ready to vote on it when the Speaker
asked if I would cooperate by not asking
for a rollecall vote.

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. It was
defeated under suspension.

Mr. VAN ZANDT, I am talking about
a rollcall vote. It is true the bill was
defeated on a division or standing vote,
but, anticipating a rollcall vote, the
Speaker asked if I would cooperate by
agreeing to a unanimous-consent re-
quest that the vote be held over and
made the first order of business the fol-
lowing Friday. The basis of the request,
according to the Speaker, was that he
had committed himself to the gentleman
from Virginia [(Mr. Smita]l, the chair-
man of the Rules Committee, to call up
a rule. In cooperation with the Speaker,
and with the understanding we would
have a record vote on Friday as the first
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order of business, I agreed to the unani-
mous-consent request, or rather, I did
not object to it.

Mr. GROSS. Mr, Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. I yield
to the gentleman from Iowa.

Mr., GROSS. I was one of those who
opposed the bill actively on the floor of
the House, this tanker bill. If was my
understanding that the bill would be
brought up under a rule; that, if it was
brought out again, it would be brought
out under a rule. I join with the gentle-
man in resenting the tactics that were
employed to get this bill through.

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. I want
to say this: As far as I am concerned,
I have no personal interest in the bill,
the ships or the railroads, neither one
of them. It does not make any difference
to me personally whether the bill is
passed or defeated. All I am asking is
that we follow the old, established sound
procedure of the House, so that if a
Member of the House has a valid objec-
tion to the consideration of a unani-
mous-consent request to take up and
pass a certain bill, and he makes it, he
is not required to sit here and watch
every other Member of the House and
see whether it is to be brought up again.
That is all I am asking. I hope you
will read the statement in the REcorp
tomorrow so you get the facts clear. I
do not want to do the gentleman from
North Carolina [Mr. BonneEr] any in-
justice, but I cannot go along with the
procedure that was followed in this in-
stance. It deprived Members, without
fault, of their right to oppose the bill.

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. I yield
to the gentleman from Iowa.
Mr. CUNNINGHAM. I wish to cor-

rect the statement the gentleman from
Michigan made. I know he made it in
good faith. On July 2 the bill was called
up on the Consent Calendar. It was not
objected to.

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. That is
right. The gentleman from Iowa [Mr.
CunnNingHAM] said—and I quote—Con-
GESSIONAL RECORD, page 11604:

Mr. Speaker, I understand that this bill is
programed to be called up under suspension
of the rules. Therefore, I ask unanimous

consent that it be passed over without prej-
udice.

There was no objection.

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. AsIunderstand,
there was no one to ask to have it passed
over.

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. That is
right. There was no reason why anyone
should anticipate that it would be on the
Consent Calendar—would be considered
again—except under suspension or later
under a rule after it was defeated when
brought up under suspension and it was
announced that it would come up under
a rule.

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. It was passed.
In further explanation, may I say as a
member of the Consent Calendar ob-
jectors’ committee that we have talked
this over since there has been some criti-
cism of what happened on Monday of
this week. There was nothing in the
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bill or in the report concerning the hill
that made it objectionable to the Con-
sent Calendar objectors’ committee; in
other words, it violated no rule of the
Consent Calendar objectors’ committee.
However, I believe it was incumbent
upon those interested in having the bill
defeated or not having it passed by unan-
imous consent to advise the members of
the Consent Calendar objectors’ com-
mittee that they wished to have it passed
over without prejudice again. Why no
one asked the Consent Calendar ob-
jectors’ committee to do that, I do not
know.

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. I can
give the gentleman my opinion on that.
I have not been told, but I assume that
those who objected to the bill relied upon
the statement it was coming up under
suspension. When the adverse vote was
taken and it was announced that a rule
would be obtained and that under the
established practice of the House it
would be brought up in that manner
those opposed to the bill relied upon the
record as made. Opponents were wait-
ing for the rule to appear.

Mr. VAN ZANDT. If the gentlemen
will yield further, I want it understood
that my understanding with the Speaker
and with the gentleman from North
Carolina [Mr. BoNNErR] was that the bill
would be called up under a rule.

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. I expect
to strike what I have said here, except as
I have yielded, and insert the record as it
oceurred, so there will be no misunder-
standing about what it is, inserting, of
course, what the gentleman from North.
Carolina [Mr. BonNeER] said.

Mr. CURTIS of Missouri. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. I yield.

Mr. CURTIS of Missouri. I want to
ask the gentleman from Iowa a question.
I would imagine no bill would be on the
Consent Calendar that had that previous
legislative history, Am Iright? Or why
would it be on there?

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. I do not unders
stand, myself, why the bill remained on
the Consent Calendar, the rule having
been denied.

Mr. RICHARDS. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in support of the amendment.

Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con-
sent to proceed for 5 additional minutes.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
South Carolina?

There was no objection.

Mr. RICHARDS. Mr. Chairman, dur-
ing the consideration of this measure, a
great deal has been said in general debate
about the necessity for this Congress to
assure the American people and the peo-
ple of the world in its ficht against com=-
munism that we, too, are doing something
for civil liberties. If we are going to
fight communism through the proposals
of this bill, it might be well for us to
refresh our memory for just a mo-
ment as to what communism is and
how it has gotten the power over the
people of the world that it has and
has throttled all civil liberties. Should
we not remember when we hear
these arguments for a Civil Rights Com-
mission that communism accomplished
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its aims through many similar instru-
mentalities? Lenin and Trotsky and
Marx and their fellows taught that to
get freedom for the people it was neces-
sary to take drastic action even to the
extent of having a dictatorship of the
proletariat. Russia has had such a dic-
tatorship for 35 years and the people
of Russia are slaves today as are her
satellites. If we do not take care here, we
are going to hammer a nail in the coffin to
bury the liberties and freedoms of the
American people through this monstrous
measure. People come here and say,
“We want to preserve the liberties men-
tioned in the Constitution through this
bill. I reply with Madame Roland, “Oh,
liberty, how many crimes are committed
in thy name.” Always, those who seek to
nullify the checks and protections of the
Constitution, attempt it by the flank at-
tack. They do not dare make a frontal
attack on the freedoms guaranteed in
this great document.

The Founding Fathers knew that this
day would come. Those men were stu-
dents of the history of mankind and
the efforts of man to establish a better
form of government and secure a great-
er degree of freedom for the people.
They knew it was inevitable, sooner or
later, that misdirected efforts of indi-
viduals or groups would move to cir-
cumvent the original purposes of the
Constitution and seek to destroy its basic
tenets. Therefore they charted the
course whereby the Constitution might
be amended. It is almost impolite to
mention in our efforts to improve, that
we should follow the rules in amending
the Constitution these days. It has be-
come an old-fashioned idea and they do
not do that any more. It is too slow.
They want revolution in thinking and
they want revolutionary procedure.
They do not want the slowness of evo-
lution. These people have no patience
with the tedious process of amending
the Constitution to meet new problems
in our great country. It was decided
that it would be better to tamper with
the judiciary and appoint as Judges those
who have the philosophy of those who
propose these measures. Now that has
turned out to be too slow. There was
once a generally accepted principle of
constitutional law that aggrieved par-
ties in the field of civil liberties, must
exhaust remedies in the State courts be-
fore appealing to the United States
court for protection, They find now
that that principle of law is a hindrance,

So those who seek to bypass the Con-
stitution have resorted to the bill before
us.
You can call it committee, gestapo,
or anything you want to call it. It has
many of the elements that Hitler used
in his rise to power. Many of the ele-
ments that communism is using now.
Yes; it is out of fashion to amend the
Constitution, or even mention the Con-
stitution, unless you want to hide be-
hind it or subvert it.

Let us go back a little further. What
about the Declaration of Independence
that the gentleman from Massachusetts
made such an eloquent reference to yes-
terday. It seems to be forgotten that
one of the chief complaints of the sub-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

seribers thereof against George the
Third was:

He has erected a multitude of new offices
and sent hither swarms of officers to harass
our people.

That was in the Declaration of Inde-
pendence. The Commission proposed
here is just another harassing body.
This is nothing in the world but a harass-
ing expedition. It isintended to deprive
the people of the States of their rights
and liberty and the State governments
of the authority guaranteed to them by
the Constitution.

The proponents of this measure do not
want to deal with 48 sovereign States.
They seek to concentrate all power in
Washington and then concentrate their
attack here against whatever ramparts
of our liberty are still left.

There is another thing about these
people who want to subvert the Con=-
stitution, want to destroy States’ rights.
They do it with the beguiling smile.
Take my friend from New York, the dis-
tinguished gentleman from Rochester
[Mr. Keating] and my friend from the
great State of New York [Mr. CELLER],
the two navigators of this bill.

Many compliments have been paid
those two gentlemen for their politeness
here. They are great lawyers. They
have been very suave and tolerant in
the handling of this bill. So is the spider
who weaves his web.

I read not long ago in a book of old

England a story about the chief execu-
tioner. It was about fthe time King
Charles I's head was cut off. The author
said of the executioner: “He was an
expert in his field. He was a man of
gentle mien and performed his ghastly
duties with a smile.” We see here his-
tory repeat itself.
. I say to you, Mr. Chairman, this is a
very serious matter. If this bill is en-
acted into law, it is the beginning of the
end of American liberty as we have
known it. You remember in the great
play, Romeo and Juliet that Romeo re-
plied to Friar Laurence, when he was
promised certain sweet words of com-
fort: “Thou cuttest my head off with a
golden axe, and smil’'st upon the stroke
that murdereth me.” You, gentlemen,
smile in your advocacy of this bill.

The day will come when you will re-
gret it. It is the South you are striking
at. But just as sure as you sit here to-
day other sections of the country, sooner
or later, will feel the venom of this
adder. The day will come, and then the
the people of the North, the South, and
the West are going to rise up. You will
not hear so much about Republicans and
Democrats. You will hear about the
United States Party and those who are
trying to destroy it.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from South Carolina [Mr.
RcHArDs] has expired.

Mr. RICHARDS. Mr. Chairman, I
ask unanimous consent to proceed for
2 additional minutes.

The CHATIRMAN. Is there objection?

Mr. JACKSON. Reserving the right
to object, Mr. Chairman, and I shall
not object, of course, I think eventually
sometime today we are going to reach
the point where important amendments
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which have been given a great deal of
consideration will not have time to be
considered. The authors are going to
find themselves with about 30 seconds
to explain the amendments.

1 shall, of course, not object to the gen-
tleman’s continuing, but I will object
from this point on to any requests for
extension of time. :

Mr. RICHARDS. I understand that,
and I will try not to intrude on the time
of the House.

In closing I want to say that this meas-
ure is directed at the South, against my
people and against my State.

May I say here today to the people of
the United States through this assembly
that much has been said about imper-
fections in the field of human relations
and civil rights in the South; you
talk about discrimination against race,
color, creed, and national origins. I have
been all over the United States and in
a great many parts of the world and I
want to tell you that so far as race
problems of the South are concerned
there is more real love, more real respect,
more real desire to help, more admira-
tion for the achievements of the great
colored race there than you will find
anywhere else in the country.

As for religious intolerance and po-
litical discrimination in the South, I
only need mention one exhibit to my
friend the pgentleman from New York
[Mr. CerLierl. I refer to a personal
friend, Sol Blatt, a great South Caro-
linian of the Jewish faith, a member of
the House of Representatives of South
Carolina, and for 18 years the honored
and revered speaker of that body. He is
one of only 2 or 3 members of the Jewish
faith in that body. His parents came to
South Carolina as immigrants. But our
people have recognized his merit as a
citizen. I doubt that it would have hap-
pened here. It is typical of South Caro-
lina. Yes, we do have some rabble
rousers and bigots in South Carolina, but
I dare say that you have a greater num-
ber in proportion to population in
Rochester and New York City.

Give us our due,

Mr. CURTIS of Missouri. Mr. Chair-
man, I move to strike out the last word.

Mr. Chairman, I take this time to ex-
plain my position and also to ask some
questions, I have tried to follow this
debate very carefully both in the REcorD
and as far as I could on the floor. I
might state that one of my two funda-
mental pillars of belief in governmental
matters is civil rights, and I think my
voting record will bear that out.

It has been said that more crimes have
been committed in the name of religion
than in any other cause. The term “civil
rights'” is one that should not be taken
in vain, and for that reason I am very
much disturbed at the manner in which
this bill is drawn. I want to vote for
this bill—I said “I want to.” But I am
not going to vote for it unless it is
amended in certain respects. But I am
very much disturbed by a group who say
primarily they are interested in civil
rights but come out with a bill of this
nature that ignores these issues of civil
rights to the extent it does.

Let me say further that some of the
arguments advanced by my Southern
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friends are certainly based on goed solid
observation, in my judegment, although
I might say I am fundamentally in dis-
agreement with them on other aspects of
this problem and I certainly think the
South has not done a good job in living
up to this guestion of fundamental civil
rights.

In the matter of the creation of this
commission I know the chairman of the
committee was asked a series of questions
as to whether or not the rules of proce-
dure we have adopted in regard to our
congressional investigatory committees
were considered and whether or not those
amendments to achieve the same pur-
pose for this executive commission would
be accepted, and I was completely dis-
satisfied with the answer, because the
answer to those southerners who sug-
gested the amendments was merely a
question: “Well, were you for those
amendments to the rules of congressional
committees,”

I want to say I have been strongly in
favor of remedying the procedure of con-
gressional committees, I am very dis-
turbed at that answer because I think
the fundamental thing is, Are you going
to have civil rights abrideged by this pro-
cedure of setting up a Presidential com-
mission over which there are no guide-
lines?

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. CURTIS of Missouri. I yield to
the gentleman from New York.

Mr. CELLER. I do not know what
these rules are that will be made appli-
cable by virtue of any amendment. I
would like to see them.

Mr. CURTIS of Missouri. It was the
duty of this committee concerned with
civil rights to have gone into that aspect
of the matter and to have written such
provision themselves, not by having an
amendment offered on the floor of the
House, which amendment might or
might not be good. There are things we
have been through time and time again;
for instance, the use of television at com-
mittee hearings. There is a rule in the
bill that a subcommittee of the com-
mission shall consist of 2 or more mem-
bers. That is a concession against these
1-man hearings. But that is the only
procedural rule set out in this bill.

Mr. CELLER. Of course, the gentle-
man is aware of the fact all of the com-
mittees we have set up, like the one that
is set up here in the instant bill, have in
fact had rules as such.

Mr. CURTIS of Missouri. I may say
to the gentleman most of those commis-
sions have not had the right of subpena.
Certainly those commissions have not
had that privilege.

Mr. CELLER. The gentleman is in
error, A good many of them have the
right of subpena.

Mr, CURTIS of Missouri. But many of
them do notf, anyway. The main thing
is that those executive commissions were
not set up to investigate the personal
action of individuals, they were not set
up in such a way that would bring about
condemnation for the commission of a
crime or attack the reputation of indi-
viduals. The very matters and material
this commission will go into will affect

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

the reputation of individual persons
among their fellowmen.

Mr. DIES. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. CURTIS of Missouri. I yield to
the gentleman from Texas.

Mr. DIES. If the gentleman will be
patient, I shall offer the fair rules of pro-
cedure introduced by the gentfleman from
New York [Mr. CeLLEr] and numerous
Members of the House and Senate, and
approved by all liberal organizations of
America. I am going to offer them and
give everybody a chance to go on record.

Mr. CURTIS of Missouri, I appreciate
that, but I think the gentleman has said
he would vote against the bill even if the
House would adopt it. I would vote for
the bill if the House would adopt it. The
accusation of politics seems to have some
merit when this committee came out
without considering these rules of pro-
cedure in a bill to be presented to the
House., That is what I am disturbed
about. I do not believe the proper way
to put that sort of serious material in a
bill is through amendment on the floor
of the House. The proper place is in the
committee itself and if the committee
had been properly observant in trying to
bring out a good bill on eivil rights it
would have gone into the civil rights
aspects of the governmental procedures
it was setting up and presented them to
the House in the bill.

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
opposition to the pending amendment.

Mr. Chairman, the gentleman from
South Carolina [Mr. RicHARDS] is my
very good friend. He is one of the
outstanding Members of this body, and
I have the utmost admiration and
respect for his ability and for his judg-
ment. I can understand the reasons
which impelled him to make his speech
and he was quite persuasive. Not per-
suasive enough, however, for his reason-
ing is based upon erroneous assumptions.

The gentleman from South Carolina
declared that this was a bill against the
people and against his home. In that
the gentleman errs, because those of us
who favor this bill have no antagonism
toward his people or toward any section
of the country. We are not vindictive,
nor do we intend to wreak any vengeance
against his people, against his home or
against the South. This is not a destruc-
tive bill. This is a constructive bill, a
bill which proposes to grant freedom to
people and not to destroy them. This
is a bill to give all the people of this
country their birthright under the Con-
stitution of the United States.

The gentleman from South Carolina is
the able chairman of the Committee on
Foreign Affairs. I am sure he remem-
bers well the resolution that the Con-
gress passed last year, the so-called Mec-
Cormack resolution, which expressed
the sense of the Congress to be that the
United States should administer its for-
eign policy programs to support other
peoples in their effort to achieve self-
determination. That was a good bill.
It placed the United States on the side
of freedom, on the side of those who
favor the right of peoples everywhere to
govern themselves,

This bill applies the same principles
to our own country., It gives the right
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of self-determination—the right to par-
ticipate in the workings of our democ-
racy to many people who are now disen-
franchised for no other reason than their
race.

This is the 20th century. The peo-
ples of the world are on the move. The
paternalism of the white man’s burden
policy is being stamped out in the surge
for freedom of formerly dominated peo-
ples. The traditions and ideals of the
United States favor such expressions of
democratic self-determination in other
countries. We can do no less at home.

I should now like to turn to the amend-
ment presented by the gentleman from
Lousiana [Mr. Witrisl. As I under-
stand it, he proposes to retain the Com-
mission with three changes: Delete the
subpena power, delete the compensation
and make sure that the Commission con-
sults with governors and other officers
of the States.

Directing myself first to the subpena
power, let me say that during the de-
bate the impression has been given that
this is an unusual power; it is a tre-
mendous power; that it is a power that
even the Committee on the Judiciary
does not possess. Well, this morning I
did some research. I went through the
legislation which created certain other
commissions and discovered that the
subpena power has been given in many
instances. Every regulatory agency of
our Government has the power to issue
subpenas. The Federal Power Com-
mission, the Interstate Commerce Com-
mission, and the ofthers. It has been
given, too, to investigating commissions,
In 1941, in Public Law 370 of the 77th
Congress, the Congress gave the Presi-
dent the right to appoint a commission
to conduct an investigation in connee-
tion with the attack on Hawaii. It gave
that commission the subpena power.

Listen to this. In the 79th Congress,
in Public Law 711, in an act to provide
for investigating the matter of estab-
lishing a national park in an old part of
the city of Philadelphia, we find that for
the purpose of conserving historic bases
and buildings therein Congress granted
to the commission the right to subpena,
including the power to subpena books
and documents. If the Congress gave
to the Philadelphia National Shrines
Park Commission the right of subpena,
why should not a commission to investi-
gate the civil rights of the people of our
country also be given that right? Are its
purposes less important, less beneficent?

The gentleman from Louisiana says,
too, that there should be no compensa-
tion paid to the voluntary organizations
that might offer their services to the
commission. There is no compensation
paid under this bill. Section (b) pro-
vides only for paying necessary travel-
ing and subsistence expenses. What
can be fairer than that? There is no
other compensation provided for under
the bill.

As a matter of fact, the organizations
the gentleman seeks to keep away from
the commission are the very organiza-
tions that the commission should con=
sult. They are the groups which have
fought for civil rights over the last
several decades and have contributed
greatly to the progress we have made,
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Organizations like the American Civil
Liberties Union and the NAACP have
acted as private atorneys general, if
you please, in obtaining redress for the
people who have been deprived of their
civil rights.

The gentleman says, too, that the
commission should consult with the gov-
ernors and the chief officers of the vari-
ous States, That is provided for in this
legislation. It says that the commission
may constitute such advisory commit-
tees and may consult with such repre-
sentatives of State governments and
private organizations as it deems ad-
visable, This amendment should be
voted down.

Mr. RAINS. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent to extend my re-
marks at this point in the Recorbp.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Alabama?

There was no objection.

Mr. RAINS. Mr. Chairman, the pend-
ing legislation, H. R. 627, misnamed an
omnibus civil-rights bill, is politically
conceived, and is a dagger in the heart
of the rights of the States of the Union.
This bill, the brainchild of a politically
minded United States Attorney General,
is in reality a sinister invasion of the
rights guaranteed to the people of this
Nation, under the Constitution. Though,
piously dedicated to the protection of
minorities, it will be, if enacted into law,
a shackle on the rights of the individual.
This bill smacks of a Federal gestapo.

First, the bill sets up a Commission on
Civil Rights in the executive branch of
the Government—the members of the
Commission not elected officials, not ju-
dicial officers, but appointed by the Pres-
ident, with wide and dangerous author-
ity, to run down and investigate rumors
and allegations that certain citizens of
the United States are being, or may be
deprived of their rights to vote; or that
they are being sujected to unwarranted
economic pressures by reason of their
color, race, religion, or national origin.
This bill would give jurisdiction over the
right of suffrage, to this Commission of
appointed officers of the executive
branch of the Government. Can it be
seriously maintained that the Constitu-
tion of the United States gives unlimited
jurisdiction and power to the Federal
Government as to the voting rights and
privileges of the citizens of the various
States? If this is true, which I am con-
vinced beyond peradventure of a doubt
that it is not, that the Federal Govern-
ment has jurisdiction of suffrage in the
various States, then can this Congress,
in whom is vested the fundamental re-
sponsibilities of investigation, legally,
lawfully, or sensibly delegate that au-
thority to the executive branch?

And, Mr. Chairman, this hydraheaded
Commission, set up by this bill, is author-
ized to investigate allegations and ru-
mors of economic pressures, alleged or
rumored to have been exerted upon a
person because of his color, race, religion,
or national origin. 'This is a field which
has from the beginning of the Constitu-
tion, been reserved to the individual
States. In fact, this legislation would
mean the final culmination of a well-laid
plan inspired by cheap politics to totally

CII—850

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

and completely destroy the time-hon-
ored and historic concept of the rights
of the States.

As I studied the bill, the hearings and
the committee reports, I was fearfully
fascinated by the term “economic pres-
sure.,” What does it mean? What
could it mean in terms of a definition
promulgated by the long-haired, fuzzy
thinking of a President-appointed com-
mittee?

And then, Mr. Chairman, the fright-
ening thought of a commission to snoop
and investigate and browbeat the peo-
ple of this country with no other re-
straint save their own definition of what
constitutes economic pressures. Armed,
as this commission would be, with the
right of subpena makes me despair of
what may be next in this never-ending,
daily unfolding scheme to invade the
powers, rights, and responsibilities of the
States of the Union. Under this Com-
mission there naturally would be estab-
lished hundreds of Federal inquisitors,
dragging the people from the various
States before the Commission in Wash-
ington, or its appointed place of meeting,
threatening boards of registrars, elec-
tion officials and the officers of our
county and State governments. The
right of subpena is given to only three
committees in the Congress—commit-
tees that are manned by men and women
who have been elected by the voters of
sovereign States. Here we are about to
give this same power to the Executive,
to members of a commission who will
be dedicated to a theory that it is their
duty to invade the provinces of the offi-
cials in the various States, and to in-
timidate all those with whom they hap-
pen to disagree politically.

I do not know how the people of the
other congressional districts of the
United States feel, but I do know that in
my own, there will be bitter, determined,
and burning resentment at snooping
Federal agents sticking their noses—yes,
subpenas and their threats—into local
elections.

The third section of this bill seeks to
amend the criminal conspiracy statutes.
These statutes are now limited and have
been since the beginning of our country,
to private actions for damages. Under
this bill the right of action would become
the prerogative of the Attorney General.
It clothes him with authority to enter
into a field which has been formerly re-
served for private persons in the States.
And the amazing assertion is made in
the bill that the Attorney General could
take action against someone who is
about to engage in any act or practice
which would give rise to a cause or ac-
tion under the bill. Are we willing as
responsible Members of this great legis-
lative body to break down the constitu-
tional concept so long the protection of
the individual, and set up offenses crim-
inal in nature to be determined before
it ever happened, by the Attorney Gen-
eral of the United States? Under this
provision it would be possible, in a coun-
try where we have always prided our-
selves on the freedom of thought, to
punish a man for a political opinion—
and in whose hands would the decision
rest? In the hands of a politically
minded, partisan Attorney General.
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':_[‘omymlnd.a.sa]awyer,andasa
legislator, the implications in this sec-
tion are terrifying, and I cannot believe
that, no matfer how great the political
urge may be on Members of this Con-
gress, they will ever agree to place into
the hands of any Attorney General a
weapon so dangerous and so designed
with which to blot out the freedoms
which are guaranteed to our people un-
der the Constitution.

_If the American people knew, indi-
vidually, what this bill proposes, that it
threatens and endangers the rights of
all people, this legislation would not be
here for debate in this Chamber today.
It is sold under the guise that it is to
protect a downtrodden race. Nothing
could be further from the truth. It is
promoted by the overweening ambition
of an administration, playing for po-
litical advantage. If it is enacted, it
will solve no problem, and will divide,
confuse, disgust, and frustrate the
people of this country, in all sections
of the land.

I have been disappointed and some-
what alarmed at the division which this
bill creates here among the Members of
Congress. It is clear to me that the
climate in which this bill is presented,
the motives which present it, and the
means hoped to be attained, are pure,
plain, selfish politics. In my judgment,
at this rather turbulent hour in the life
of this Nation, it is no time to pour fuel
on a smoldering fire, We do not help
an already threatening situation by in-
flammatory legislation. We are wasting
a whole week of the Congress, in the
closing days of the session, when we need
to be engaged in other important legis-
lation; on a bill which even the most
rabid proponent of this legislation knows
has no hope of enactment in this session
of Congress, and why—simply because
it is a political election year, playing
to the prejudices of minorities in the
hope of political gain. The same spirit
which prompts and actuates this legis=
lation, killed the aid to school construc-
tion bill. The schoolchildren of America
were the pawn in that political chess
game. In my humble judement, neither
political party won any political advan-
tage, and the children of the members
of all political parties suffer, as a re-
sult. The same thing is true in this
legislation; it would set up a Federal
bureaucracy to send investigators across
the land like an army of locusts, but in
the long run all it will accomplish is more
turbulence in a turbulent era.

While I make no claim or pretense to
statesmanship, it has always been my
belief that legislation enacted by this
Congress should be devoted to the com-
monweal, and not to a planned campaign
of the violation of the rights of the peo-
ple of this country. I sometimes wonder
if my colleagues, who are so fervent in
their support of this bill, ever stop to
remember that other people, other than
those who may belong to some minority
group because of their race, color, or
creed, also have civil rights, which should
be protected, and in my humble judg-
ment, this legislation, if enacted into
law, would be a clear-cut violation of the
rights of the great majority of the Amer=-
ican people.
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Enact this bill into law, and no man
anywhere in America can sleep easy,
free, and secure from the danger of Fed-
eral compulsion by an army of in-
formers, feeding threatening, fantastic
rumors. Do-gooders and anxious in-
formers will be delving into every com=-
munity and hamlet on our country—
seeking, hunting, stirring up trouble.

There is today statute after statute
for the protection of the civil rights of
each individual in this country. Ade-
quate remedies already exist. But no,
we are called upon, and how Democrats
can respond to this call of a partisan
Republican Attorney General is more
than I know, to arm him with extraor-
dinary powers, powers which are not
needed, and which pose to every citizen
of our country, a dangerous threat to
their freedom.

I am well aware that no matter how
logical my argument, or how well mar-
shaled are the facts, no matter though
I presented unanswerable legal authori-
ties, as my distinguished colleague the
gentleman from Louisiana [Mr. WiLLis]
did on Tuesday, there are those in this
Chamber today who refuse to be en-
lichtened, informed, or persuaded. Will
right and reason go out the window, and
passion and political partisanship pre-
vail? I hope not.

I hope that the House of Representa-
tives will maintain its great record for
sound, sensible legislative action, by giv-
ing this bill a resounding defeat.

Mr. BOW. Mr. Chairman, I move to
strike out the last word.

Mr. Chairman, I have sat through
practically all of the debate on this bill,
and I have been intrigued and impressed
by the fine debates on constitutional law.
I think the one given the other day by
the gentleman from Louisiana [Mr. WiL-
11s] was one of the hest I ever heard.

I am somewhat disturbed, however,
my colleagues, that we have spent all
the time that we have in this debate,
days of it, on the question of civil lib-
erties. I can point out to this House
where constitutional rights and liberties
are being deprived and have been de-
prived for some time. But, on other oc-
casions we have had from 5 to 15 to 20
minutes to discuss it and we have been
unable to get a bill on the floor of this
House to defend the constitutional rights
of those who are not considered in this
bill on ecivil rights. The constitution
provides that the Congress shall make
rules for the government and regulation
of the land and naval forces of our coun-
try. There is a lot that has been taken
away from this country by international
treaty.

Of course, I refer to the NATO Agree-
ments and the Status of Forces Agree-
ments which are depriving American
men in uniform in the service of their
country from the protection of the Con-
stitution. I hope that when this ques-
tion comes before this body again we
may be able to get the support of some
of these fine constitutional lawyers who
have debated this bill, so that we may
some day present wholly and fully to this
House the question of the deprivation of
those constitutional rights of American
men in uniform who are serving in for=-
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eign countries, where they are now being
tried in foreign courts and imprisoned in
foreign jails.

Just the other day there came a report
from Japan that American servicemen
had been subjected to double jeopardy.
‘We have cases where men are held to be
guilty and have to prove their innocence.
We have cases where confessions taken
under duress may be used as competent
evidence against them. I could cite in-
stance after instance where civil rights
and constitutional rights of American
men following our flag are being de-
prived. But we have not been able to get
this kind of support on the floor of this
House, nor have we been able to get a
bill that could be fully debated in this
House on that subject, so that the House
could work its will on it and determine
whether or not our men should be pro-
tected in their rights when they are serv-
ing our country abroad.

Mr. RIVERS. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. BOW. I am delighted to yield to
the gentleman.

Mr. RIVERS. I should like to say to
the gentleman that I shall support his
bill when he gets one brought up. I
know of cases equally as bad as those
recited by the gentleman and if there is
any way on earth to get a bill before the
House that will do what the gentleman
is suggesting, I shall support it. I think
the gentleman is completely right, and
to the limited extent of my capacity I
shall help him in his objective. I say
again, the gentleman is 100 percent
right.

Mr. BOW. Mr. Chairman,I thank the
gentleman. I hope some day we will be
able to protect the rights of these men
who are now protecting us in foreign
countries.

Mr. GARY. Mr, Chairman, I move to
strike out the requisite number of words.

Mr, Chairman, this debate has brought
ocut certain facts rezarding this so-called
civil-rights bill which are absolutely ap-
palling. It has been proved, beyond all
doubt, that this bill does not protect the
civil rights of our people. On the other
hand, it does violence to long-established
legal procedures set up to guarantee the
rights of our citizens.

The bill would allow a politically
motivated Attorney General to send
snoopers throughout the length and
breadth of the land to spy upon our peo-
ple and to bring citizens before the Fed-
eral courts on nothing more than a sus-
picion that they will in the future engage
in plans which might deprive another
citizen of his rights. It is an attempt
to look into the minds of free citizens.
Good reputations of honest and law-
abiding people could be besmirched for
purely partisan reasons.

The bill would create more wrongs
than it would protect rights. It is mis-
named. It is not a civil-rights bill. It
is in fact a civil-wrongs bill.

Mr. SIKES. Mr. Chairman, I move to
strike out the requisite number of words.

Mr. Chairman, many sound arguments
have been advanced against the ecivil
rights measure now under consideration.
I shall review some of them. Let us take
the Commission on Civil Rights.
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The subpena power to be vested in this
Commission would constitute a threat to
the liberty and privacy of every citizen
who challenges the extravagant claims
of minority pressure groups. The sub-
ject matter to be investigated is so broad-
ly defined as to touch almost every as-
pect of personal, soclal and business
relations. Witnesses could be summoned
to testify at any time anywhere in the
United States, no matter how far dis-
tant from their homes. No provision is
made for reimbursing witnesses for ex-
penses or loss of time occasioned by
obedience to a subpena.

Let me quote from Cudahy Packing
Co. v. Holland ((1942) 315 U, S. 357, 363),
in which Mr. Chief Justice Stone said:

It is a power capable of oppressive use,
especlally when it may be indiscriminately
delegated and the subpena is not returnable
before a judiclal officer, Under the present
act, the subpena may, as in this case, be
used to compel production at a distant
place of practically all of the books and rec-
ords of a manufacturing business, covering
considerable perlods of time. True, there
can be no penalty incurred for contempt
before there is a judicial order of enforce-
ment. But the subpena is in form an
official command, and even though improvi=
dently issued it has some coercive tendency,
either because of ignorance of their rights
on the part of those whom it purports to
command or their natural respect for what
appears to be an official command, or because
of thelr reluctance to test the subpena’s
validity by litigation.

In the same vein, in Harriman v. In-
terstate Commerce Commission ((1908)
211 U. 8. 407, 417-420), Mr. Justice
Holmes stated: -

The legislation that the Commission may
recommend embraces, according to the ar=-
guments before us, anything and every-
thing that may be conceived to be within
the power of Congress to regulate, if it re-
lates to commerce with foreign nations or
among the several States. And the result of
the arguments is that whatever might in-
fluence the mind of the Commission in its
recommendations is a subject upon which
it may summon witnesses before it and re-
quire them to disclose any facts, no matter
how private, no matter what their tendency
to disgrace the person whose attendance has
been compelled. If we qualify the statement
and say only, legitimately influence the mind
of the Commission in the opinion of the
court called in aid, still it will be seen that
the power, if it exists, is unparalleled in its
vague extent. Its territorial sweep also
should be noticed. By § 12 of the act of 1887,
the Commission has authority to require the
attendance of witnesses “from any place in
the United States, at any designated place
of hearing.” No such unlimited command
over the liberty of all citizens ever was given,
50 far as we know, in constitutional times, to
any commission or court.

L] L] . L] L

® * * the purposes of the act for which
the Commission may exact evidence embrace
only complaints for violation of the act, and
investigations by the Commission upon mat=
ters that might have been made the object
of complaint * * *. These in our opinion
are the purposes referred to; in other words
the power to require testimony is limited,
as it usually is in English-speaking countries
at-least, to the only cases where the sacri-
fice of privacy is necessary—those where the
investigations concern a specific breach of
the law.
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Then In re Pacific Reilway Commis-
sion ((1887) 32 Fed. 241, 263), Circuit
Judge Sawyer, concurring:

A general, roving, offensive, inquisitorial,
compulsory investigation, conducted by a
Commission without any allegations, upon
no fixed principles, and governed by no rules
of law, or of evidence, and no restrictions
except its own will, or caprice, is unknown
to our Constitution and laws; and such an
inquisition would be destructive of the
rights. of the citizen, and an intolerable
tyranny. Let the power once be established,
and there is no knowing where the practice
under it would end.

I believe it undeniably true that the
investigating authority which H. R. 627
would vest in the Commission exceeds
that which Congress has power to con-
fer.

Now let me quote from Quinn wv.
United States ({(1955) 349 U. 8. 155, 161),
per Mr, Chief Justice Warren:

But the power to investigate, broad as it
may be, is also subject to recognized limita-
tions, It cannot be used to inquire into
private affairs unrelated to a valid legislative
purpose. Nor does it extend to an area in
which Congress is forbidden to legislate.

I find also in the case of Jones v. Se-
curities & Exchange Commission ((1936)
298 U. S. 1, 25-26), per Mr. Justice Suth-
erland:

An official inquisition to compel disclo-
sures of fact ls not an end, but a means to
an end; and it is a mere truism to say that
the end must be a legitimate one to justify
the means. The citizen, when interrogated
about his private affairs, has a right before
answering to know why the inquiry is made;
and If the purpose disclosed is not a legiti-
mate one, he may not be compelled to answer.
Bince here the only disclosed purpose for
which the investigation was undertaken had
ceased to be legitimate when the registrant
rightfully withdrew his statement, the power
of the Commission to proceed with the in-
quiry necessarily came to an end. Dissocli-
ated from the only ground upon which the
inguiry had been based, and no other being
specified, further pursuit of the inquiry, ob-
viously, would become what Mr. Justice
Holmes characterized as "a fishing expedi-
tion * * * for the chance that something
discreditable might turn up" (Ellis v. Inter-
state Commerce Comm'n (237 U. 8. 434
445) )—an undertaking which uniformly has
met with judicial condemnation.

Likewise in the case of Sinclair v.
United States ((1929) 279 U. 8. 263, 292),
per Mr, Justice Butler:

It has always been recognized in this coun-
try, and it is well to remember, that few if any
of the rights of the people guarded by funda-
mental law are of greater importance to their
happiness and safety than the right to be ex-
empt from all unauthorized, arbitrary, or
unreasonable inquiries and disclosures in re-
spect of their personal and private affalrs.

This legislation would provide for the
appointment of an Assistant Attorney
General.

The establishment of this position
would enable the Department of Justice
to set up a civil-rights division and hire
an army of lawyers to meddle in private
affairs and stir up race conflicts in the
South or anywhere else their fancy might
lead them.

The authority of the Attorney General
to bring civil suits to enforce sections 1971
and 1980 of the Revised Statutes provides
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additional questions, Traditionally and
historically, the control of elections is a
matter for the States. H. R. 627 would
give the Attorney General authority to
police practically all elections, including
primaries.

Faced with the threat of a law suit
under this bill for every error or alleged
error of judgment in administering elec-
tion laws, honest citizens would be re-
luctant to serve as election officials. No
matter how many hundreds or thou-
sands of persons the Attorney General
might employ, it would be impossible
for outsiders to enforce honest elections
in every local precinect. The ultimate
result of this measure would be to under-
mine the integrity of elections not only
in the South but in every section of the
ccunftry.

That part of section 1980 which pur-
ports to give a cause of action for con-
spiracies to deprive any person of equal
protection of the laws or equal privileges
and immunities under the laws is of
dcubtful validity. In Unilted Stales v.
Harris (1882) 106 U. 8. 629), the
Supreme Court held that another section
imposing a criminal penalty for an of-
fense defined in the same terms as the
first clause of subsection 3 was unconsti-
tutional. Speaking for the Court, Mr.
Justice Woods wrote:

As, therefore, the section of the law under
consideration is directed exclusively against
the action of private persons, without refer-
ence to the laws of the State or their ad-
ministration by her officers, we are clear in
the opinion that it is not warranted by any
clause in the 14th amendment to the Con-
stitution.

- L - * -

* * *If Congress has constitutional
authority under the 13th amendment to
punish a conspiracy between two persons
to do an unlawful act, it can punish the act
itself, whether done by one or more persons,

A private person cannot make constitu-
tions or laws, nor can he with authority
construe them, nor can he administer or
execute them. The only way, therefore, in
which one private person can deprive an-
other of the equal protection of the laws is
by the commission of some offense against
the law which protect the rights of persons,
as by theft, burglary, arson, libel, assault,
or murder. If, therefore, we hold that sec-
tion 5519 is warranted by the 13th amend-
ment, we should, by virtue of that amend-
ment, accord to Co ihe power to punish
every crime by which the right of any per-
son to life, property, or reputation is in-
vaded. Thus, under a provision of the Con-
stitution which simply abolished slavery and
involuntary servitude, we should, with few
exceptions, invest Congress with power over
the whole catalogue of crimes. A construc-
tion of the amendment which leads to such
a result is clearly unsound.

There is only one other clause in the Con-
stitution of the United States which can, in
any degree, be supposed to sustain the sec-
tion under consideration; namely, the 2d
section of article 4, which declares that “the
citizens of each State shall be entitled to all
the privileges and immunities of citizens of
the several States.” But this section, like the
14th amendment, is directed against State
action. Its object is to place the citizens of
each State upon the same footing with citi-
zens of other States, and inhibit discrimina-
tive legislation against them by other States,
Paul v. Virginia (8 Wall. 168).

Referring to the same provision of the
Constitution, this court said, in Slaughter-
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House cases ubl supra, that it “did not
create those rights which it called privileges
and immunities of citizens of the States.
It threw around them in that clause no
security for the citizen of the State In which
they were claimed or exercised. Nor did it
profess to control the power of the State
governments over the rights of its own citl-
zens. Its sole purpose was to declare to the
several States, that whatever those rights,
as you grant or establish them to your own
citizens, or as you limit, or qualify, or im-
pose restrictions on their exercise, the same,
neither more nor less, shall be the measure
of the rights of citizens of other States
within your jurisdiction.”

It was never supposed that the section
under consideration conferred on Congress
the power to enact a law which would
punish a private citizen for an invasion of
the rights of his fellow citizen, conferred by
the State of which they were both residents,
on all its citizens alike.

In the recent case of Collins v. Hardy-
man ((1951) 341 U. 8. 651), the Court
held that there could be no recovery of
damages under this section for violent
interference by private individuals with
the meeting of a political club held for
the purpose of adopting a resolution op-
posing the Marshal plan. The Court
did not pass on the constitutionality of
this provision. However, Mr. Justice
Jackson, who delivered the opinion of
the Court, had this to say:

This statutory provision has long been dor=
mant. It was introduced into the Federal
statutes by the act of April 20, 1871, entitled
“An act to enforce the provisions of the 14th
amendment to the Constitution of the United
States, and for other purposes.” The act was
among the last of the reconstruction legis=-
lation to be based on the “conquered prov=
ince” theory which prevailed in Congress for
& period following the Civil War. This stat-
ute, without separability provisions, estab=
lished the civil liability with which we are
here concerned as well as other civil labili-
ties, together with parallel criminal lia-
bilities.

- - - L] -

The act, popularly known as the Ku Klux
Act, was passed by a partisan vote in a highly
inflamed atmosphere, It was preceded by
spirited debate which pointed out its grave
character and susceptibility to abuse, and its
defects were soon realized when its execution
brought about a severe reaction.

The provision establishing criminal con=
spiracies in language indistinguishable from
that used to describe civil conspiracies came
to judgment in United States v. Harris (108
U. 8. 629). It was held unconstitutional.
This decision was in harmony with that of
other important decisions during that period
by a court, every member of which had been
appointed by Presidents Lincoln, Grant,
Hayes, Garfield, or Arthur—all indoctrinated
in the cause which produced the 14th
amendment, but convinced that it was not
to be used to centralize power so as to upset
the Federal system.

While we have not been In agreement as
to the interpretation and application of some
of the post-Civil War legislation, the Court
recently unanimously declared, through the
Chief Justice:

“Since the declision of this Court in the
Civil Rights cases (109 U. B. 3 (1883)), the
principle has become firmly embedded in our
constitutional law that the action inhibited
by the first section of the 14th amendment
is only such action as may fairly be said to
be that of the States. That amendment
erects no shield against merely private con-
duct, however discriminatory or wrongful."
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And Mr. Justice Douglas, dissenting, has
quoted with approval from the Cruikshank
case, “The 14th amendment prohibits a State
from denying to any person within its juris-
diction the equal protection of the laws; but
this provision does not, any more than the
one which precedesit * * * add anything to
the rights which one citizen has under the
Constitution against another.” (92 U. S. at
pp. 554-5556.) And “The only obligation
resting upon the United States is to see that
the States do not deny the right. This the
amendment guarantees, but no more. The
power of the National Government is limited
to the enforcement of this guaranty.” He
summed up: “The 14th amendment protects
the indlvidual agalnst State action, not
against wrongs done by individuals.”

It is apparent that, if this complaint meets
the requirements of this act, it raises con-
stitutional problems of the first magnitude
that, in the light of history, are not without
difficulty. These would include issues as to
congressional power under and apart from
the 14th amendment, the reserved power of
the States, the content of rights derived from
national as distinguished from State citizen-
ship, and the question of separability of the
act in its application to those two classes of
rights,

H. R. 627 not merely authorizes the
Attorney General to sue for acts already
committed; it also permits him to in-
stitute procedings wherever any persons
are about to engage in any acts or prac-
tices which would give rise to a cause of
action under section 1880, Since it is
always a matter of speculation whether a
person may or may not be about to en-
gage in particular acts, this gives the
Department of Justice an unlimited li-
cense to harass the people.

By giving the Federal courts jurisdic-
tion of proceedings instituted under this
bill, without reguiring the party ag-
grieved to exhaust other remedies pro-
vided by State law, the Attorney General
would be able to bypass State courts en-
tirely and concentrate in the Federal all
litigation eoncerning everything the
broad language of this bill might be
stretched to cover.

Certainly it is bad legislation which
does not merit the approval of the Con-
gress. There is no place on the statute
books for it in a democracy.

The CHATRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentleman
from Louisiana [Mr. WiLLis].

The amendment was rejected.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read.

The Clerk read as follows:

PART I—ESTABLISHMENT OF THE COMMISSION ON
CIVIL RIGHTS

SEC. 101. (a) There is created in the execu-

tive branch of the Government a Commis-

sion on Civil Rights (hereinafter called the
“Commission”).

(b) The Commission shall be composed of
six members who shall be appointed by the
President by and with the advice and con-
sent of the Senate. Not more than three of
the members shall at any one time be of the
same political party,

(c) The President shall designate one of
the members of the Commission as Chairman
and one as Vice Chalrman. The Vice Chair-

man shall act as Chairman in the absence or
disability of the Chairman, or in the event
of a vacaney in that office.

(d) Any vacancy in the Commission shall
not affect its powers and shall be filled in
the same manner, and subject to the same
limitation with respect to party affiliations,
as the original appointment was made.
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(e) Four members of the Commission shall
constitute a quorum.

Mr. DIES. Mr. Chairman, I offer an
amendment.
The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. Dies: On page
20, line 14, after the word “quorum” insert
the following new section:

“RULES OF FROCEDURE—SUBCOMMITTEES, MEET~
INGS, INVESTIGATIONS, AND REFORTS

“Sec. 101. (a) Subcommittees, as required,
shall be appointed by the Commission Chair-
man subject to the approval of the majority
of the Commission and shall ordinarily con-
sist of no less than three members. Sub-
committees of less than three members may
be designated by the Chalrman, subject to
the approval of the majority of the Commis-
sion.

“(b) Commission meetings shall be called
only upon a minimum of 16 hours’ written
notice to the office of each Commission mem-
ber. This provision may be waived by the
assent of the majority of the members of
the Commission.

“{c) Commission hearings (whether public
or in executive session) and Commission in-
vestigations shall be scheduled and con-
ducted only upon the majority vote of the
Commission in a meeting at which a ma-
jority of the Commission is actually pres-
ent.

“(d) A resolution or motion scheduling
hearings or ordering a particular investiga-
tion shall state clearly and with particularity
the subject thereof, which resolution may be
amended only upon majority vote of the
Commission in a meeting at which a major-
ity of the Commission is actually present.

“(e) The Chairman or & member shall con-
sult with appropriate Federal law enforce-
ment agencies with respect to any phase of
an Investigation which may result in evi-
dence exposing the commission of Federal
crimes, and the results of such consulta-
tion shall be reported to the Commission be-
fore witnesses are called to testify therein.

“{f) No Commission report shall be issued
unless a draft of such report is submitted
to the office of each Commission member 24
hours in advance of the meeting at which it
is to be considered and is adopted at a meet-
ing at which a majority is actually present.

*“(g) No testimony given In executive ses-
slon or part or summary thereof shall be re-
leased or disclosed orally or in writing by a
member or employee of the Commission
without the authorization of the Commis-
sion by majority vote at a meeting at which
a majority of members is present. No Com-
mission or staff report or news release or
statement based upon evidence or testimony
adversely affecting a person shall be released
or disclosed by the Commission or any
member orally or in writing unless such evi-
dence or testimony and the complete evi-
dence or testimony offered in rebuttal there-
to, if any, is published prior to or simulta-
neously with this issuance of the report, or
news release, or statement.

“(h) The rule as to the secrecy of executive
sessions as set forth in subsection (g) of this
section shall be applicable to members and
employees of the Commission for a reason-
able period following an executive session un-
til the Commission has had a reasonable time
to conclude the pertinent investigation and
hearings and to issue a report; subject, how-
ever, to any decision by a Commission major-
ity for prior release in the manner set forth
in subsection (g).

“Hearings

*(1) Witnesses at Commission hearings
(whether public or in executive session)
shall have the right to be accompanied by
counsel, of their own choosing, who shall
have the right to advise witnesses of their
rights and to make brief objections to the
relevancy of guestions and to procedure.
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“(J) Rulings on motions or objections shall
be made by the member presiding, subject
to appeals to the members present on motion
of a member,

“(k) At least 24 hours prior to his testi-
fying a witness shall be given a copy of that
portion of the motion or resolution schedul-
ing the hearing stating the subject of the
hearing; at the same time he shall be given
a statement of the subject matters about
which he is to be interrogated.

“(1) It shall be the policy of the Commis=
sion that only evidence and testimony which
is reliable and of probative value shall be
received and considered by the Commission.
The privileged character of communication
between clergymen and parishioner, doctor,
and patient, lawyer and client, and husband
and wife shall be serupulously observed.

“(m) No testimony shall be taken in ex-
ecutive session unless at least two members
of the Commission are present.

“(n) Every witness shall have the right
to make complete and brief answers to gques-
tions and to make concise explanations of
such answers.

“(0) Every witness who testifies in a hear-
ing shall have a right to make an oral state-
ment and to file a sworn statement which
shall be made a part of the transcript of such
hearings, but such oral or written statement
shall be relevant to the subject of the
hearings.

“(p) A stenographic verbatim transecript
shall be made of all Commission hearings.
Copies of such transcript, so far as prac=-
ticable, shall be available for inspection or
purchase at regularly prescribed rates from
the official reporter by any witness or person
mentioned in a public hearing. Any witness
and his counsel shall have the right to in-
spect only the complete transeript of his own
testimony in executive session.

“Rights of persons adversely affected by

testimony

“(q) A person shall be considered to be
adversely affected by evidence or testimony
of a witness if the Commission determines
that: (i) the evidence or testimony would
constitute libel or slander if not presented
before the Commission or (ii) the evidence or
testimony alleges crime or misconduct or
tends to disgrace or otherwise expose the
person to public contempt, hatred, or scorn.

“(r) Insofar as practicable, any person
whose activities are the subject of investi-
gation by the Commission, or about whom
adverse information is proposed to be pre-
sented at a public hearing of the Commis=-
sion, shall be fully advised by the Commis=
slon as to the matters into which the Com-
mission proposes to inquire and the adverse
material which is proposed to be presented.
Insofar as practicable, all material reflecting
adversely on the character or reputation of
any individual which is proposed to be pre-
sented at a public hearing of the Commis-
sion shall be first reviewed in executive ses-
sion to determine its reliability and proba-
tive value and shall not be presented at a
public hearing except pursuant to majority
vote of the Commission.

“(s) If a person is adversely affected by
evidence or testimony given in a public hear-
ing, that person shall have the right: (i) to
appear and testify or file a sworn statement
in his own behalf, (ii) to have the adverse
witness recalled upon application made with-
in 30 days after introduction of such evidence
or determination of the adverse witness' tes-
timony, (iii) to be represented by counsel
as heretofore provided, (iv) to cross-examine
(in person or by counsel) such adverse wit-
ness, and (v) subject to the discretion of the
Commission, to obtain the issuance by the
Commission of subpenas for witnesses, docu-
ments, and other evidence in his defense.
Such opportunity for rebuttal shall be af=-
forded promptly and, so far as practicable,
such hearing shall be conducted at the same
place and under the some circumstances as
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the hearing at which adverse testimony was
presented.

“Cross-examination shall be limited to 1
hour for each witness, unless the Commission
by majority vote extends the time for each
witness or group of witnesses.

“(t) If a person is adversely affected by
evidence or testimony given in executive ses-
sion or by material in the Commission files or
records, and if public release of such evidence,
testimony, or material is contemplated
such person shall have, prior to the public
release of such evidence or testimony or ma-
terial or any disclosure of or comment upon
it by members of the Commission or Commis-
sion staff or taking of similar evidence or
testimony in a public hearing, the rights
heretofore conferred and the right to inspect
at least as much of the evidence or testimony
of the adverse witness or material as will be
made public or the subject of a public hear-
ing.

“(u) Any witness (except a member of the
press who testifies in his professional
capacity) who gives testimony before the
Commission in an open hearing which reflects
adversely on the character or reputation of
another person may be required by the Com-
mission to disclose his sources of informa=-
tion, unless to do so would endanger the
national security.

“Subpenas

“(v) Subpenas shall be issued by the
Chairman of the Commission only upon writ-
ten notice to all members of the Commission,
with a statement as to the identity of the
witness or material and their relevancy to
the investigation or hearing already author-
ized. Upon the request of any member of the
Commission, the question of whether a sub-
pena shall be issued or remain in force if al-
ready issued shall be decided by a majority
vote.

“Commission staff

#(w) The composition and selection of, and
changes in, the professional and clerical staff
of the Commission shall be subject to the
vote of a majority of the members of the
Commission.

“pelevision and other means of communica-
tion and reporting

“(x) Subject to the physical limitations of
the hearing room and consideration of the
physical comfort of Commission members,
staff, and witnesses, equal access for coverage
of the hearings shall be provided to the var-
jous means of communication, including
newspapers, magazines, radio, newsreels, and
television. It shall be the duty of the Com-
mission Chairman to see that the various
communication devices and instruments do
not unreasonably distract, harass, or confuse
the witness or interfere with his presentation.

“(y) No witness shall be televised, filmed,
or photographed during the hearing if he ob-
jects on the ground of distraction, harass-
ment, or physical handicap.”

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Texas is recognized for 5 minutes
in support of his amendment.

Mr. DIES. Mr. Chairman, this is a
very long amendment.

Mr. JACKSON. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. DIES. I yield.

Mr. JACKSON. In light of the fact
that I understand an agreement has been
made between the leadership that will
not unduly restrict the time to be given
to Members to explain their amend-
ments, I wish to state that I will not
interpose any objection to a request for
additional time.

Mr. SMITH of Virginia. Mpr. Chair-
man, I ask unanimous consent that the
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gentleman from Texas may have 5 ad-
ditional minutes.

Mr. DIES. Mr. Chairman, it must be
manifest to the House that this cannot
be explained in just a few minutes.
May I request the indulgence of the
House for 10 additional minutes? This
is a very important amendment. Any
amendments that I shall hereafter pro-
pose I will take only a few minutes.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Texas, that he may proceed for 10 addi-
tional minutes?

There was no objection.

Mr. KEATING. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. DIES. I yield.

Mr. KEATING. Does the gentleman
have this in written form, which I might
study during his presentation?

Mr. DIES. I asked unanimous con-
sent last night to insert it in the REcorbp.
For some reason it was not inserted in
the Recorp. I regret that very much. I
wanted to give the House ample time fo
consider it in advance. I do not think
I have a copy with me, but the gentle-
man can get the copy from the Clerk's
desk and be reading it.

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. Chairman, I
ask unanimous consent to extend my
remarks immediately following the re-
marks of the gentleman from Texas
[Mr. Dies].

The CHATRMAN. Is there objection?

There was no objection.

Mr. DIES. Mr. Chairman, this
amendment is verbatim the language of
a bill introduced by the gentleman from
New York [Mr. CeLrLer]. I had some
difficulty trying to decide which bill to
use. I secured copies of all bills that
had been introduced by numerous Mem-
bers of both bodies, and I discovered that
practically all of the bills were alike.
In fact, the bills introduced by many of
the Members were identical in language.

Then I went back to the hearing before
the Rules Committee, and I discovered
that the rules proposed in this bill were
suggested by numerous liberal organiza-
tions. For instance, the American Civil
Liberties Union appeared and advocated
these rules.

The Association of the Bar of the City
of New York, through Witness Allen
Klots, appeared in support of these rules.

The American Jewish Congress,
through Will Maslow, appeared in sup-
port of these rules.

Harold Riegelman, of the American
Jewish Committee, appeared before the
committee in support of these rules.

Dr. Eugene C. Blake, National Couneil
of the Churches of Christ in the United
States, appeared before the Rules Com-
mittee in support of the rule, and of-
fered for the record numerous state-
ments of denominational organizations
throughout the United States in sup-
port of these rules.

Andrew E. Rice, executive director of
the American Veterans Committee, and
Hon. Kenneth B. Keating, of New York;
Hon. Chauncey W. Reed, of Illinois;
Thomas E. Harris, asistant general coun-
sel of the CIO, appeared and at some
length suggested these rules.

Then Hon. Andrew Biemiller, of the
American Federation of Labor, appeared
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before the committee in support of these
rules of fair procedure,

Hon. Jacob K. Javits, of New York,
was also one of the witnesses.

I could go on, Mr. Chairman, and
consume a great deal of time reading
the endorsements of these rules of pro-
cedure by numerous liberal organizations
in the United States; and, strange as it
may appear, the very organizations that
endorsed these rules endorsed the civil
rights bill which is now under considera-
tion by the House.

Mr. KEATING. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield for a question?

Mr. DIES. I yield briefly.

Mr. KEATING. I do not believe the
gentleman would care to give the im-
pression that I appeared in behalf of
these rules.

Mr. DIES. I have the gentleman's
rules here and they are very similar.

Mr. KEATING. Similar but some=-
what different.

Mr. DIES. To be frank, I read as
many of these bills as I could all after-
noon and until 2 o’clock in the morning
when I got very sleepy, and I could not
tell much difference in the bills. I do
not know where they originated, but it
was a strange coincidence that so many
different minds would all agree upon the
same measure. However, I am sure that
that is the case.

Now, Mr. Chairman, I want to be very
serious about this. It may appear at
first blush that I am offering this face-
tiously, but as a matter of fact, having
read these rules carefully, having con-
sidered them, I believe they will afford
a measure of protection to people who
are accused and who appear before this
commission as witnesses.

Remember, this commission is unu-
sual. Most commissions deal with
subject matters, The Committee on
Un-American Activities dealt with un-
American activities. Mr. Hoover’s Com-
mission dealt with a subject matter.
But here for the first time it is manda-
tory that a commission shall investigate
allegations. The commission has no
discretion about it. Anyone who makes
an unverified, unsupported, unsworn al-
legation against his fellow man is en-
titled as a mandatory right to have that
allegation investigated.

Remember also that if someone makes
an allegation before this commission
against any American citizen or against
anyone, that person can be subpenaed
to travel to Washington, D. C.,, and to
answer that allegation.

As I said, I have had a lot of experience
with investigations; and, as a matter of
fact, the very first order of business of
our committee was to announce rules of
procedure. I do not have the time to
review those rules, but they were de-
signed to insure fair trial.

I also introduced several years ago a
set of rules. They were somewhat dif-
ferent from the rules of the gentleman
from New York [Mr. CELLER], but he has
had so much experience in the field and
has worked so many long and tireless
hours on these rules that I felt it was
my duty to honor him by introducing
his bill today.

Mr. Chairman, the rules that were
proposed by the gentleman from New
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York and by numerous other Members of
this body and of the other body and sup-
ported so vigorously and unanimously
by all of the liberal forces in America
were designed to apply to the investiga-
tion and exposure of communism.
There is no doubt about that. That
was the provocation for the avalanche
of rules that were introduced. I sub-
mit that if so many Members of the
House felt that the Communists should
be safeguarded and protected by these
rules of procedure, certainly American
citizens ought to have equal protection.

I have not sought to strengthen these
rules. I think it would be appropriate
to add some more safeguards in view of
the differences between what you are
trying to reach here and what the
authors of the rules sought to reach. I
submit that even in this progressive and
liberal period we ought to give as much
protection to American citizens as it
was proposed to give to Communists and
those engaged in subversive activities.
I shall not attempt to explain in detail
all of the provisions of these rules. They
have been well considered by committees
of the other body and of the House of
Representatives. I did not bring all of
the hearings of the other body here be-
cause they are very voluminous, and I
felt it would serve no useful purpose. I
did bring the hearings of the Rules Com-
mittee of the House and I am proposing
to you a et of rules which has been care-
fully considered by appropriate commit-
tees of the Congress and which have been
introduced by some of the most distin-
guished and able Members of both
branches. I could if it were not for the
rules of the House name the Members
of the other body. It is an imposing
galaxy of liberal and progressive leader-
ship in the United States.

I assume, Mr. Chairman, that those
of you who want to safeguard and pro-
tect those who are accused, those who
are libeled or slandered or subjected to
harassment, will enthusiastically em-
brace the opportunity to pass this
amendment. It will be a glorious day
for the cause of enlightened liberalism in
America. I think I can foresee the time,
Mr. Chairman, when this day will be
celebrated as historie.

I can recall those long years when I
headed the Committee on Un-American
Activities. I listened to many fervent
speeches from those who demanded that
the people who were investigated and ex-
posed by the Dies committee should be
surrounded with all of these rights and
with all of these protections. And
through the long weary years they have
labored, and finally it is my privilege to
offer this measure to the House of Rep-
resentatives.

Mr. Chairman, this will be the real test
of liberalism. It is the test of whether
you meant what you said in your speeches
to your constituents, to labor and other
liberal organizations, and to the House
of Representatives, and in the numerous
bills that you introdvced. If you be-
lieve in them you nuw have a mag-
nificent opportunity to attach to this bill
the very rules that you have advocated
in the past.

It may be suggested by some reaction-
ary who might oppose this amendment
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that there is a difference between con-
gressional investigations and commis-
sions. If there is a difference, Mr.
Chairman, that difference is that there is
greater need to safeguard accused per-
sons before a commission than a congres-
sional investigating committee. In a
congressional investigation the House
has constant control over the committee.
In the case of a special committee, such
as was the much maligned Dies commit-
tee, we were required to appear before
the House every year for additional
funds.

We were compelled to defend ourselves
against any charge that was made by
any Member of this body, and at any
moment the House of Representatives
could have terminated our investigation.

But, in the case of a commission, you
lose control. You empower the Presi-
dent to appoint the commissioners. I
know it has been suggested that we can
trust the President fo select the right
men for the place. Well, perhaps he
can get around to the duty of person-
ally selecting the commissioners, but I
have great doubts. I saw the security
program in operation, and as I told the
House of Representatives the other night,
there were great injustices committed
in the administration of the securify
program. I told you of one incident
that it would be well to repeat for the
benefit of those who were not here, of
a man who is the regional director of
the NLRB at Fort Worth, Tex. Dr.
Edwin Elliott, 2 man who was accused
before our committee some years ago
of being a Communist. We investigated
the charges and found that they were
groundless. Then, when the security
program went into effect, suddenly,
without any previous warning, this man
was accused by the Government of being
a Communist. Well, T wrote letters to
Washington and asked for a bill of par-
ticulars. They refused to give me any
information. They set a date for hear-
ing in the city of Fort Worth. I ap-
peared there as his counsel, voluntarily
and wifhout pay, because I knew the
man was innocent. When we walked
into the hearing room, there sat six men
from Washington, D. C., and the news-
paper reporters were excluded. No one
was permitted in the hearing room but
the defendant and myself and another
attorney for the National Labor Rela-
tions Board. I rose and asked the Board
if they would supply me with informa-
tion as to the name of the accuser.
They said, “We cannot give you that
information.” I asked, “Can you fell me
when he was accused of being a Com-
munist? What activities did he engage
in? Is there any evidence of member-
ship in the party?” They said, “We are
not permitted to give you any informa-
tion.” I said, ““Then I must assume that
the burden of proof is upon us to estab-
lish his innocence without any infor-
mation whatsoever.” They said, “That
is true.” TFortunately, I had gone
through my old records and discovered
the name of the original accuser, and
we conducted an investigation. We
found that the informant worked for a
detective agency in Fort Worth, and
without any right of subpena whatsoever
we prevailed upon him to appear, as well
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as other witnesses, and assumed and
discharged the burden and proved be-
yond any reasonable doubt that thzs re-
gional director was innocent.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Texas has expired.

Mr. DIES. Mr. Chairman, I ask unan-
imous consent to proceed for 5 additional
minutes.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the genfleman from
Texas? .

There was no objection.

Mr. DIES. But, it took 1 year to get
Washington to act upon the matter, and
during all that time this Government of-
ficial, this man who had formerly been
on the faculty of TCU, who was highly
respected, and his family were under
the shadow of guilt.

Now, Mr. Chairman, here is a com-
mission with tremendously more power
than the security boards had. And, we
have no safeguard, no measure of protec-
tion for the thousands of people that
can be subpenaed to appear before that
Commission. There are no rules of
procedure provided; there is no provi-
sion for counsel to be there; there is no
provision that the accused shall be fur-
nished with information in advance as
to what the accusation is.

I submit to you, Members of the Com-
mittee, liberals and conservatives alike,
that if you are determined to pass this
bill over my strenuous objection and
vote, the least you can do is to adopt these
rules of procedure that have been advo-
cated so strenuously and so eloquently
and so persistently by the gentleman
from New York [Mr. CeELLER] and by the
gentleman from Illinois [Mr. Yaresl
and by numerous other gentlemen of
this House and of the other body. They
have been here pleading for these rules.
I submit that those who understand the
value and the necessity of protecting
the rights and the God-given privileges
of the American people cannot afford to
oppose this amendment. I believe that
this is a real test of the honest liberalism
of the membership of this House and I
call upon the Members of the minority,
if they believe in protecting defendants
and accused people and of giving them
an opportunity to a fair day in court, and
to have counsel present and to know the
specific nature of the charges, and who
the accuser is, and to have the right to
subpena witnesses in their behalf—if
they believe in these time-honored prin-
ciples of American jurisprudence, then
I urge them to join with all of us in ap-
proving this amendment.

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. Chairman, T ask
unanimous consent to extend my re-
marks at this point in the Recorp.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Alabama?

There was no objection.

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. Chairman, the
bill now before the House for considera-
tion, H. R. 627, the so-called civil rights
bill, is a bill ill-conceived, ill-drafted, and
if enacted, can only bring ill-will, It is
legislation designed to destroy States
rights, disregard State judicial processes,
and create chaos such as our entire Na-
tion has never experienced. It is even
unlikely that this legislation could ac-
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complish what its proponents seek. It
is more likely that it would only result in
sending a horde of investigators, travel-
ing at the Nation’s taxpayers’ expense,
to swarm across the Southland search-
ing for a bona fide civil-rights complaint.

Basically H. R. 627 would establish a
Civil Rights Commission; would provide
for an additional Assistant Attorney
General; would establish a special civil-
rights division in the Justice Depart-
ment; and would empower the United
States Attorney General to institute civil
action or other proceedings for redress
for an individual complainant, free of
charge, and without State remedies hav-
ing been exhausted. And of significant
note is the fact that the Attorney Gen-
eral may institute litigation without the
knowledge or consent of the person des-
ignated as the party in interest. If some
pressure group feels an individual’s
rights have been violated, even if the
individual does not agree, action can be
instituted.

I am sure this House is well aware that
the establishment of a Commission on
Civil Rights is not unique. The President
could create such a commission if he
so chose. But I note he has not “so
chosen” during his past 3% years in
office. Of course, the unusual power
which this legislation before us proposes
to place in the hands of the Civil Rights
Commission are full subpena powers and
provisions for punishment for any con-
tempt. Defendants could be called upon
to appear at any place, any time, and
apparently at their own expense. I em-
phasize at his own expense because the
individual lodging the complaint that
his civil rights has been denied, would
not have to pay 1 cent of the costly
litigation expenses. A team of lawyers
and investigators would be set to work
investigating complaints and all at the
taxpayers’ expense.

And it would be facetious to think that
all the complaints filed would be real
and not imaginary. To illustrate the
goose chases that Government tax-paid
lawyers and investigators would be sent
on, let us take a look at the past. In 1940,
8,000 civil-rights complaints were re-
ceived. Prosecutions were recommended
in 12 cases. This is 0.15 percent—less
than two-tenths of 1 percent. In 1942,
8,612 complaints were received. Prose-
cutive action was taken in 76 cases, but
the Attorney General's report does not
say how many convictions were obtained.
In 1944, 20,000 complaints were lodged;
64 prosecutions were undertaken, but it
is not revealed how many were convicted.
In 1947, 13,000 complaints were received,
and prosecutions were undertaken in 12
cases. Convictions were secured in 4
cases. Four convictions out of 13,000
complaints, Mr. Speaker, is less than
four-tenths of 1 percent. This is a
pretty poor return for the time, money,
and effort involved—if this area is as
flagrant with abuses as so many profes-
sional liberals and vote-hungry politi-
cians would like to have the public think.
To the candid eye, I frankly think it
would appear that the civil-rights meas-
ure is political eyewash brewed to fur-
ther make the South the whipping boy
for all sections of the Nation, with the
hope of gaining votes in November, In
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the last few days of this session we see
the administration attempting to coerce
this Congress into passing this legisla-
tion so that the President can claim
fulfillment of a campaign promise he
made in Harlem in 1952—when he was
a most active candidate for the Presi-
dency of these United States.

The Commission on Civil Rights would
be designed to investigate allegations
concerning deprivations of the right to
vote and to investigate allegations con-
cerning unwarranted economic pressures
by reason of the color, race, religion, or
national origin of the vietim. The leg-
islation, H. R. 627, as proposed, extends
the Federal authority into areas tradi-
tionally reserved to the States and to
the people. It also called for eliminating
the requirement that all State adminis-
trative and judicial remedies must be
exhausted before access can be had to
the Federal court. These are indeed
unique and strong-handed tactics to by-
pass the States and completely nullify
their rights and procedures. A feeble
justification was made that the State
courts were overworked but only last
week, Chief Justice Warren, addressing
the 26th Judicial Conference of the
United States Fourth Circuit Court of
Appeals, referred to the congestion in the
courts, the tremendous backlog of cases,
and called for Congress to enact legis-
lation to provide for the appointment of
21 additional Federal judges.

In the clamor to ram civil rights down
the necks of Southerners, it would well
behoove the Members of Congress to take
heed lest they destroy States rights and
thus begin the whittling away of our
freedom. The Founding Fathers of this
Nation, while aware of the necessity and
strength in unity, were equally anxious
that States rights and the individuals’
rights in no way be impaired. The en-
actment of H. R. 627 would take us a long
way from this philosophy, so deeply
cherished and fought for by our great
forebears.

Thomas Jefferson wrote in 1800:

The true theory of our Constitution is
surely the wisest and best, that the States
are independent as to everything within
themselves, and united as to everything re-
specting foreign nations.

In his first inaugural address in 1801,
Thomas Jefferson stated that one of the
essential rights was “the support of
State governments in all their rights, as
the most competent administration for
our domestic concern and the surest bul-
warks against antirepublican tenden-
cies.” These United States can be strong
only so long as the individual States
remain strong. The legislation now be-
fore this House would destroy freedom,
while being sold to us under the pretext
of assuring freedom.

It is interesting to note how zealous
Congress has been on occasions to pro-
tect State rights. In the Lindbergh law,
the FBI is prevented from going into
action on a kidnaping case until after
7 days or some evidence of interstate
action has occurred. Kidnaping in-
volves a human life, but the Federal Gov-
ernment does not go into action until
there has been interstate commerce.
Yet, today, we are being asked to approve
legislation to let the Federal Govern-
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ment's agents move right into a State,
in total disregard of State remedies, and
indeed where it is not a life and death
matter.

I should also like to state my objection
to the vagueness of the language used in
H. R. 627. Should this measure be en-
acted it would leave entirely too much
area for the courts to interpret. When
the Supreme Court hands down a deci-
sion in November awarding a train
brakeman $90,000 and then reverses its
decision 6 months later, I am reluctant
to give my approval to any bill which
would give such an unstable Court any
opportunity to legislate. The present
membership of the Court seems to have
a tendency to want to legislate anyway.

Mr. Chairman, I wish to reiterate my
hope that this House will defeat this bill
now before us which, if enacted, can only
bring chaos to our magnificent Nation
and will whittle away our individual and
State rights, privileges, and freedoms.

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
opposition to the amendment.

Mr. Chairman, I want to thank the
gentleman from Texas [Mr. Dies] for
the compliment he pays me in endeavor-
ing to graft onto this Commission the
rules which apparently I sought to graft
onto his committee some years ago.

Mr. DIES. Mryr. Chairman, if the gen-
tleman will permit, that is not quite ac-
curate; not my committee. The gentle-
man introduced his rules only 2 or 3
years ago.

Mr. CELLER. Then it would be ap-
plicable to the committee that succeeded
the gentleman’s committee. It may be
that these rules would be good for a con-
gressional committee. But there is a
different story to tell when you speak of
a Commission. I think if the rules were
so good, as indicated by the fulsome
praise the gentleman from Texas ac-
corded them, they should have been
adopted by the gentleman from Texas.
But we never got a peep out of him as
to what his attitude was when the rules
that I suggested were made manifest to
this House.

Mr. DIES. Mr. Chairman, will the
genfleman yield?

Mr, CELLER. 1 yield.

Mr. DIES. That is not quite accurate,
because the rules of the gentleman from
New York were not introduced until 2
or 3 years ago. My committee termi-
nated in 1945. The gentleman had in-
troduced no rules in that period. If the
gentleman had introduced those rules
then I would have gladly adopted them.

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Chairman, I think
the laughter with which the gentleman’s
assertion was met is a complete answer.
And I would say in that regard that the
gentleman has 20/20 vision in his hind-
sight. He did not adopt the rules or
would not have adopted the rules, I gm
quite sure, at the time he was chairmaan.
I think redemption has come a little late
to the gentleman from Texas. The light
has dawned upon him rather a little late.

It reminds me of the fable of the turtle
and the scorpion. The gentleman may
remember it. I think it was Aesop that
told the tale of the turtle on the bank
and next to him there was a scorpion.
The scorpion said to the turtle, “Would
you mind allowing me to go on your back,
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and then you could ferry me across to
the other side of the stream?” The
turtle said, “No, I cannot do that. You
might sting me, and then we would both
go down and drown.”

Then the scorpion said, “I don't think
I will sting you.” So the turtle said,
“Hop on board.” The turtle started to
paddle and paddled his way across the
stream. Then in midstream the scor-
pion stung the turtle, and of course they
were about to go down, and the turtle
said, “You said you wouldn’'t sting me.”
The scorpion said, “Well, in answer I
will say, it is in my nature to sting.”

So I say the moral of this is, beware
the sting of the gentleman from Texas.
This proposition has a real sting in it.
The rules are very intricate. By the time
they would be interpreted, I suppose
even by the Supreme Court of the United
States, the 2 years that is the life of the
Commission would have elapsed and
then the work of the Commission would
have gone overboard.

None of the commissions that I know
of that have been approved and set up
by this House, the Hoover Commission
and numberless other commissions, have
had to work under rules of the type the
gentleman from Texas now promulgates
and wants to graft onto this Commis-
sion. So I do indeed hope that the Com-
mittee will vote down the amendment
offered by the gentleman from Texas.

Mr. KEATING. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike out the last word.

Mr. Chairman, I want to say at the
outset that I appreciate the spirit in
which this amendment has been offered
and the manner of presentation of the
gentleman from Texas and the spirit in
which my chairman is opposing the
amendment. I am sure that he does
well to cite the case of the scorpion.

However, ever since I have been in
Congress I have favored the establish-
ment of rules of fair procedure for con-
gressional committees, whether the in-
vestigation had to do with alleged Com-
munists or alleged violators of law of any
character. I would much have preferred
it, had the gentleman from Texas select-
ed the rules which I prepared and which
were introduced by me for several ses-
sions on this subject.

Mr. DIES. If the gentleman will yield,
would the gentleman want me to substi-
tute his rules? Would he agree to the
adoption of them?

Mr. KEATING. I would be happy to
do so.

Mr. DIES. The trouble is, the gentle-
man’s rules are so much like the chair-
man’s that I thought since he was the
chairman and a Democrat we ought to
honor him with it.

Mr. KEATING. I think the gentle-
man’s point may be well taken.

The rules which I worked out did not
really go as far as these. I must be frank
with the Members. I think they were
more practical for the conduct of con-
gressional investigations. I wish they
were the subject of this amendment.
There is no doubt about it that there
have been abuses in congressional in-
vestigations. It is conceivable that there
could be abuses in the investigations con-
ducted by this Commission. Any com-
mission of body, whether it be executive
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or legislative, if it has untrammeled
power to do anything, is bound in some
cases to get off base.

This entire legislation will be the sub-
ject of a conference with the other body
after they have acted on it and at that
time we can take up these rules in more
detail. While I feel that this is not the
best way to legislate on such an import-
ant subject, it is possible that our com-
mittee should have considered this spe-
cific matter for rules for this investiga-
tion. I see nothing serious to object to in
these amendments. I have never be-
lieved that you should bring on the floor
of this body a piece of legislation and be
unwilling to consider the improvement of
it. I am sure that most of the amend-
ments which are offered here, I shall
feel it necessary to oppose. Buf, in this
case, since I feel so strongly that what
is sauce for the goose is sauce for the
gander, I shall support the amendment
offered by the gentleman from Texas
[Mr. DiEsl.

Mr. ROGERS of Texas. Mr. Chair-
man, I move to strike out the last word.

Mr, Chairman, I have one or two ques-
tions which I would like to address to
the gentleman from Texas [Mr. Dies].

Under the rules that you have offered
in your amendment, would they protect
a man from being charged and convicted
of the crime of contumacy, which is not
defined although the term is used.

Mr, DIES, You mean in the event that
a person refuses to obey a subpena?

Mr. ROGERS of Texas. Well, I do
not know what contumacy is.

Mr. DIES. I believe I can answer the
question.

Mr. ROGERS of Texas. Let me say
this to the gentleman. I believe we can
get at it this way. If a man is served a
subpena by a fellow he does not like who
has been delegated by this Commission
and he says in a very low tone of voice,
“If it wasn't against the law, I would
knock your head off.” That fellow is
guilty of contumacy even though he
knows it is against the law and he is not
going to knoek that fellow's head off.
Do your rules protect me if I should be
so served and should so state?

Mr. DIES. I would not say that it
would go that far—I will say to the gen-
tleman, if he wants a definition of that
word, he can obtain it by consulting the
author of the definition “unwarranted
economic pressure” since the same man
wrote both of them.

Mr. ROGERS of Texas. I have under-
taken to get a definition of it, and the
only definition that has been furnished
to me is that contumacy means the act
of being contumacious. I then run into
another difficulty, I cannot find out what
confumacious means, Can the gentle-
man help me out on that?

Mr. DIES. Iam afraid I cannot be of
any assistance to my friend.

Mr. ROGERS of Texas. Would the
gentleman do this? Does he think that
some amendments might be in order to
his rules to protect a man in that situ-
ation?

Mr. DIES. No, I think the rules, as I
have offered them, are perfect. I would
not want them weakened. I think they
have been considered so long over so
many years and my friend, Mr. CELLER,
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has fought so valiantly for them that I
have introduced them exactly the way he
wrote them. I do not want a *“t”
crossed—I mean I do not want a word
changed.

Mr. ROGERS of Texas. If the gentle-
man from New York introduced these
rules in an effort to try to protect the
many people that you say he is trying to
protect, and knowing his great learning
in the law and knowing that he under-
stands what contumacy means, it seems
to me an amendment to your amendment
would be in order to protect the man in
the position I related because I was very
conservative; and if the debate on this
bill is correct and if I am to helieve it,
I do not even have to say, “If it was not
against the law, I would knock your head
off.” But, even if I think that, I am
liable to end up in a Federal prison.

Mr. DIES. Seriously, these amend-
ments will insure everyone brought be-
fore the Commission a fair American
trial.

Mr. ROGERS of Texas. That is what
I wanted to know. I thank the gentle-
man. I am glad the gentleman has
helped to take some of the sharp edge
off of the most dangerous piece of legis-
lation I have ever seen or heard of, and
one traveling under an innocent-sound-
ing alias.

Mr. FLYNT. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent to extend my re-
marks at this point in the REcorb.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Georgia?

There was no objection.

Mr. FLYNT. Mr. Chairman, it is with
pleasure that I support the amendment
offered by the gentleman from Texas
[Mr. Dies]l. On Tuesday of this week I
listened with great interest to the dis-
tinguished Texan when he gave this
Committee advance notice that he would
introduce such an amendment on today.
I believe that most of the Members knew
of what would be contained in his
amendment even before he sent his
amendment to the Clerk’s desk, but at
the same time, I was delighted at the
close attention given to the reading of
this amendment by the reading clerk.

These recommendations embraced in
the Dies amendment will remove from
this bill some of the danger it inherently
contains., It will effectively prohibit star
chamber and inquisition methods and
procedures.

Why, Mr. Chairman, without the Dies
amendment, H. R. 627 would make the
Spanish Inquisition milder than a Sun-
day School picnic and would make
torture racks and thumbserews seem as
children’s swings and playground toys.
The wording of H. R. 627, either in its
original form as drafted by the gentle-
man from New York [Mr. CELLER] or in
the committee substitute which is now
before us for consideration, provides for
the creation of the instrument and the
machinery which would make Hitler’s
persecution of certain minorities pale
into insignificance. It was just such
legislation as this asked for by Hitler and
granted by the German Reichstag that
enabled Hitler to begin a planned pro-
gram of extermination of a minority
which is often referred to as God's
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chosen people, and do not forget that
that program came close to being con-
sumated.

Let me caution and let me warn, my
friends, of all races, of all creeds and of
all religious faiths, that even though
some of you may now support H. R. 627,
it could indeed become the very instru-
ment which would provide for the worst
persecution ever known or ever experi-
enced by your people, my people, or any
people.

Let me recall to your attention, in case
some of you may have missed it, the
words spoken in this body by the distin-
guished gentleman from Virginia [Mr.
Tuckl a great former Governor of that
Commonwealth, when he recalled and
recounted the Old Testament story of
Haman who built the gallows upon which
to hang Mordecai but upon which
Haman himself was hanged 3 days later.

So it is, my friends, with this proposed
legislation—there can be no question but
that those who proposed it and those who
sponsor it and most of those who sup-
port it intend it as a weapon against my
people, my State, and the great South-
land of which I am a part. It will not
be me, my people or my section who in
the long run will suffer from it—it will
be Americans everywhere who believe in
freedom, liberty, justice, and moderation.

There are no circumstances under
which I could support this bill and vote
for it, and I say this quite frankly and
willingly, because this same thought has
been expressed upon this floor in recent
days by many of my colleagues. How-
ever, I hope that in the interest of fair
play, common decency, good judgment,
commonsense, and justice that an over-
whelming majority of the Members on
both sides of this aisle will lend their
support to this amendment.

If the amendment is adopted, it will
provide substantial safeguards to the
rights and liberties of all Americans. I
hope this amendment will be adopted.

Mr. DOYLE. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent to extend my re-
marks at this point in the REcorp.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
California?

There was no objection.

Mr. DOYLE. Mr. Chairman, during
the 2 previous days’ debate on this im-
portant measure I have been in attend-
ance throughout the full time of the
many hours of debate each day, with the
exception of about 10 minutes. And,
since much of the debate so far has
treated with actual or imagined legal
problems, I consider it not amiss for me
to make a brief observation in this all
too short a time I have on a point or
two which I feel have not yet been clearly
defined. Having happily and somewhat
prosperously practiced civil law for over
20 years before I first was elected to this
great legislative body five terms ago, I
feel my experience gave me training
which causes me to speak on this occa-
sion within the short time limit allowed.

First, because there has not yet been
stated a reasonably full and compre-
hensive definition of just what is in-
volved in the subject of this civil-rights
bill, and because it is designed for the
protection of civil rights of persons, I
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asked the Library of Congress to furnish
me with such definition. I read you the
same:

Civin. RigHTS: SoME DEFINITIONS

Civil rights are those which belong to the
Individual as a result of his membership In
organized soclety, that is, as a subject of civil
government. They are entirely the offspring
of law and may be contra-distinguished
from so-called natural rights or such as are
inherent in the nature of man and which
are sald to belong to him by virtue of the
law of nature rather than of positive law.
To a large extent, however, clvil rights are
nothing but natural rights which have been
created and defined by the state. Again,
they may be distinguished from political
rights or privileges, or such as the state
confers upon certain classes of its citizens
* * & for the purpose of giving them a share
in the cholce of public officers and in the
conduct of the government. Such is the
right to vote and hold public office. In
strictness, civil rights belong only to citizens
whose civil status has not been impaired
by judicial condemnation. In a wider sense,
however, they are the great fundamental
rights of all the inhabitants of the state, that
is, they belong to all persons within the
Jurisdiction of the state and not merely to
citizens. (Source: Cyclopedia of American
Government, New York, D. Appleton and Co.,
1914. V. 1, pp. 281-282.)

Civil rights, the rights which a State’s In-
habitants enjoy by law. The term is broader
than “political rights,” which refer only
to rights devolving from the franchise and
which are held usually only by citizens.
Unlike “natural rights,” eivil rights have a
legal as well as philosophical basis. Bource:
Columbia Encyclopedlia. 2d ed. New York,
Columbia University Press, 1950, p. 397.)

Those liberties possessed by the individual
as a member of the State; more particularly
those liberties guaranteed to the individual
in the State encroachment by his
Government. In this latter sense, civil rights
are found enumerated in the Bill of Rights,
of State and National Constitutions and in-
clude both substantive rights, such as free-
dom of speech, press, assembly, or religion,
and procedural rights, such as protection
against unreasonable searches and seizures
or against punishment without a fair trial.
The most important of these rights is em=-
bodied in the clause which prohibits the
Government from depriving anyone of life,
liberty, or property without due process of
law. Twice found in the Constitution, this
clause imposes a limitation upon the States
as well as Congress. By its interpretation of
the *“due-process’” clauses, the Supreme
Court of the United States largely determines
the scope of civil rights in America. Recently
interest in civil rights has been directed to-
ward positive legislation by the Government
guaranteeing certain liberties to the in-
dividual against encroachment by other in-
dividuals or groups. Examples of this tend-
ency are State clvil rights acts In which
individuals or groups are forbidden to dis-
criminate against other individuals or groups
because of their race, color, religion, or mem-
bership in labor unions. (Source: Smith,
Edward Conrad and Arnold John Zurcher,
Eds, New Dictionary of American Polities.
New York, Barnes and Noble, 1949, p. 66.)

Second, I do not object to any fair=-
minded invesfigation lawfully and justly
conducted as to any major problem sur-
rounding the voting rights and there-
fore the civil rights of any segment of
the American people by reason of their
color, race, religion, or national origin.
This is what the commission is author-
ized to do in section 103 (a) of the pend-
ing bill. It specifies that the commis-
sion shall investigate the allegations
that some citizens of the United States
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are being deprived of their right to vote.
And so far in the debate I have not
heard any flat denial of this text in the
bill. Furthermore I think the public
record clearly speaks that it is an exist-
ing fact that certain citizens are being
deprived of their right to vote. In stat-
ing this I have no ill will toward, nor
lack of understanding of some of the
problems existing in certain sections of
our great Nation. But, making allow-
ance for such difficulties and problems
facing certain sections of our Nation in
this regard, I nevertheless cannot con-
done any continuance of any situation
which is designed to deprive any Ameri-
can citizen from the right to vote on
account of their color, their race, their
religion. or their national origin. I con-
ceive of this right to vote as an inherent
natural right of every American ecitizen,
and I likewise consider any deliberate
deprivation of this right to vote of any
American citizen on account of their
color, race, religion, or national origin
as a deliberate disservice to the strength-
ening of the democratic processes under
our constitutional form of Government.

Third, objection has been made to the
fact that the bill does not provide that
the allegations referred to in section 103,
which are to be investigated, are not re-
quired to be sworn to. However, it is a
fact that investigative committees of
this House itself, for instance the House
Un-American Activities Committee, of
which I am 1 of 9 members, does not re-
quire in its investigations that prelim-
inary information furnished the commit-
tee be sworn to in the early stages of the
investigation.

Fourth, and as to the provisions of the
bill that the Attorney General may insti-
tute injunctive proceedings in Federal
court, and the objection that this gives
him too much power, and that he can
easily abuse it, I wish to remind you that
an Attorney General must bring just in-
junctive proceedings in a United States
court and that he has to make a showing
of good cause and a reasonable basis be-
fore the Federal judge for the granting
or issuance of any preventive relief.
And every lawyer in this House who has
had any injunction practice knows that
an injunction will only issue on the basis
of sufficient sworn affidavits or as result
of sworn oral testimony in the injunction
proceedings.

Since I do not have time or opportunity
to speak at greater length on this bill, I
wish to say that I hope that its worthy
objeetive to protect the voting rights of
all American citizens will be considered
most seriously and fairly throughout the
remainder of this debate as amendments
are offered. I have frequently stated
that I regard the strength of our democ-
racy as coming from the grassroots with-
ing the States and that only as people
living at the grassroots in the States are
experienced and participate in effective
State government will our National Gov-
ernment be strengthened. The State
lJaws governing State matters must al-
ways be paramount. But under the
Constitution interpretation and effect the
States are morally and legally obligated,
in my judgment, to cooperate in the pro-
tection of the voting rights of all citizens
within their respective borders. This
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applies to every State in our Nation. I
do not herein pick or point or find fault
with any particular geographical section
of our Nation. Whatever the facts are
in this matter of voting rights and voting
franchises, is best known to the responsi-
ble officials and citizens within those
States.

I recognize there are some imperfec-
tions in my judgment in the text of this
bill. For instance I think some guiding
rules of required procedure should have
been spelled out. Since the text of the
Dies amendments was not printed in the
CoNGRESSIONAL REcorp last night I have
not had the benefit of reading them. I
recognize that some of these are basic
provisions which I have been and still
am in support of as being basic for favor=
able consideration by the House Un-
American Activities Committee and
other congressional committees. As you
know, I had the responsibility of being
chairman of the committee to submit
rules to that committee and which rules
were adopted. It is recognized that they
have made lasting improvements in com-
mittee procedures. And, I am naturally
pleased that this bill and amendments
proposed incorporate the proviso of at
least two members of the Commission
always being on the job during any ac-
tion any subcommittee is to take. This
reqguirement of at least two members
present was adopted by this House unan-
imously under the terms of House Reso-
lution 151. How I shall vote on this hill
depends on what it looks like when ready
for final passage, If it is weakened and
watered down by amendments which in
effect make it a useless or ineffectual
bill, then in spite of the fact that I have
always been and always expect to remain
an active proponent for the right of
every American citizen to register and
vote, regardless of race, creed, religion,
or national origin, I cannot feel happy
about voting for a bill which may be a
useless bill. I wish to repeat that I un-
derstand clearly why some of my distin-
guished colleagues frankly state they
will not vote for this bill or any bill like
it. But in the same measure of under-
standing, I expect those who differ with
me to understand why I hope that some
effective, worthwhile, and fair bill will
come out of this important debate.

Mr. ASHLEY. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent to extend my re-
marks at this peint in the REcorp.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Ohio?

There was no objection.

Mr. ASHLEY., Mr. Chairman, I rise
in support of the amendment offered by
the gentleman from Texas [Mr. Diesl,
and I do so with considerable pleasure.

Those who favor this legislation, as I
do, cannot, help but honestly admit that
it contains serious loopholes. One of
the most serious of these loopholes, I
believe, would be answered by the
amendment just offered, for it would
secure to individual citizens the time-
honored protections which our Ameri-
can judicial system accords to the
acc

Mr. Dies has quite rightly pointed out
that a distinction lies in the degree of
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protection and the kind of protection to
be accorded individuals hailed before a
Government Commission—as opposed
to the protection of an individual ap-
pearing before a congressional commit-
tee.

Perhaps the best and most current
illustration of what can happen to an
individual before a Government Com-
mission is to be found in the proceedings
of the Foreign Claims Settlement Com-
mission. As many Members of this
body know, this Commission is
charged—among other things—with the
responsibility of administering Public
Law 615, 83d Congress, which provides
for compensation to be paid to former
Korean prisoners of war at the rate of
$2.50 per day for each day of imprison-
ment. Prisoners of war who collabo-
rated with the enemy, of course, are ex-
cluded from this compensation.

This is how the act has been admin-
istered by the Foreign Claims Settlement
Commission, and I point this out to show
the assaults which can be made upon in-
vidual rights by a Presidentially ap-
pointed body allowed to promulgate its
own rules and regulations without any
regard whatscever for the rights of the
individuals concerned.

A claimant under the act merely has
to submit a claim, together with an affi-
davit that he did not collaborate with the
enemy during his period of incarcera-
tion. Most veterans receive payment in
due course. Buf not all. There is a
small group who, on the basis of uncor-
roborated, hearsay scuttlebutt, are pre-
sumed to be guilty of collaboration and
who, therefore, are denied compensa-
tion under the act.

These veterans—and there have heen
hundreds of them—have had their
claims disallowed upon primary exam-
ination not by members of the Commis-
sion, but by clerical help hired by the
Commission. These claimants, if they
apply in writing, are afforded the oppor-
tunity of what the Commission calls a
hearing, but which no student of admin-
istrative law could possibly recognize as
such. In more than one case, a hearing
has been conducted without any of the
Commissioners present and an adverse
decision handed down over the signa-
ture of a majority of the Commission, be-
fore the record of the so-called hearing
was even transcribed and available for
study and review.

These unfortunate claimants have
been denied the right to review the
charges against them and have been re-
fused the opportunity to cross-examine
their accusers. This, on the phony
charge that it would violate our national
security.

And the best of all is yet to come. Un-
til recently, it was the policy of the Com-
mission to make partial awards to
claimants accused of collaboration, de-
spite the fact that the law specifically
states that no compensation shall be
paid to any prisoners of war who without
duress collaborated with or aided and
assisted the enemy.

I have pointed out this clear violation
in administering the law to the Foreign
Claims Settlement Commission con-
tinuously over the past 6 months, but
it was not until congressional hearings
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were scheduled that the Commission
took remedial measures. '

What did they do? Very simple.
They simply went back and made full
payment to each claimant who pre-
viously had received a partial payment.

But there remain individuals through-
out the country who have not been so
fortunate. The shadow of guilt con-
tinues to hang over their lives. Many
have been decorated for wounds received
and for bravery in action and have been
honorably discharged from the service
of their Nation.

But the Foreign Claims Settlement
Commission, using the most outrageous
rules of procedure ever to come to my
attention, have in effect branded these
men as collaborators with the enemy
and traitors to their country. I can
assure these individuals, the Members
of this House, and the Foreign Claims
Settlement Commissioners that so long
as I draw breath, I will continue to do
everything within my power fo expose
the shallow, corrupt, and deceitful pro-
cedures which have robbed these Amer=-
ican veterans of the rights for which
they fought.

I commend Mr. Dies for the substance
of his amendment, and I will support it
enthusiastically.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentleman
from Texas [Mr. Diesl.

The amendment was agreed to.

Mr. ROGERS of Texas. Mr. Chair-
man, I offer an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. Rocers of
Texas: Amend H. R. 627 by striking out all
of section 101 beginning on line 21, page 19,
to and including all of line 14 on page 20,
and all of line 15 on page 20 and inserting
in lleu thereof the following:

“Spe. 101, (a) There is hereby created
a Commission on Civil Rights (hereinafter
called the ‘Commission’).

“(b) The ‘Commission’ shall be composed
of six Members of the Congress of the United
States of America, 3 of which shall be duly
elected and qualified Members of the United
States House of Representatives and 3 shall
be duly elected and qualified Members of the
United States Senate. The Members of the
House of Representatives shall be appointed
by the Speaker of the House of Representa-
tives, 2 representing the majority political
party and 1 representing the minority polit-
ical party. The Members representing the
Senate shall be appointed by the President of
the Senate, 2 representing the majority po-
litical party and 1 representing the minority
political party. At no time shall there be
more than four Members on the ‘Commission’
from the same political party.

“{¢) The Members of the ‘Commission®
shall elect a Chairman and Vice Chairman.
In the absence of the Chairman, or in the
event of a vacancy in that office, the Vice
Chairman is hereby authorized to act. In
the absence of both the Chairman and Vice
Chairman, or in the event of a vacancy in
those offices, the remaining members of the
‘Commission’ shall designate a Chalrman
and Vice Chairman to fill the vacanecies.

“(d) Any vacancy in the ‘Commission®
shall not affect its powers. Such vacancies,
if any, shall be filled in the same manner
and subject to the same limitation with re-
spect to party affiliations as original ap-
pointments are made.

“(e) Four members of the ‘Commission’
ghall constitute a guorum.

*“(f) The sald Commissioners shall be ap-
pointed for a term of 2 years and 60 days
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from August 1, 1956. Upon the expiration
of the said 2 years and 60 days, the sald ‘Com-
mission’ shall terminate and cease to exist
for any and all purposes.

“(g) The members of the ‘Commission®
shall be relmbursed for actual and necessary
travel expenses or shall receive a per diem
allowance of $12 in lleu thereof, but shall
not be entitled to any compensation other
than the compensation received by them as
Members of the Congress of the United States
of America."”

Mr. EKEATING. Mr. Chairman, I
make a point of order against the
amendment that it is not germane.
This amendment seeks to set up a joint
congressional committee. As such, the
jurisdiction over such procedure would
come within the Rules Committee. This
is a matter which has never been passed
upon by the Rules Committee. A bill
for the purpose which the gentleman
seeks here would have been referred to
the Committee on Rules and not to the
Committee on the Judiciary. It is not
within the purview of the measure, of
course.

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentle-
man from Texas desire to be heard?

Mr. ROGERS of Texas. Mr. Chair-
man, it seems to me rather odd that
a point of order is made. I had sus-
pected that a point of order might be
made to this proposed amendment, be-
cause there seems to be a trend to con-
tinue bureaucracy that has this Nation
by the throat at this time. It seems
rather odd to me that the rules of this
House would be so construed that the
House of Representatives could pass a
law creating in the executive branch of
the Government a bureaucracy made up
of members who are appointed, yet they
do not have the power as the House of
Representatives, duly elected represent-
atives of the people, to set up a com-
mittee composed of the Members of their
own House.

The CHAIRMAN (Mr. FoRraAND).
Chair is prepared to rule. ;

The gentleman from Texas [Mr.
Rocers] offers an amendment to which
the gentleman from New York [Mr.
Kearing] has made a point of order. The
Chair has examined the amendment and
finds that while the bill provides for the
establishment of a Presidential commis-
sion, the amendment would provide for
the appointment of what is tantamount
to a joint committee composed of Mem-
bers of the Senate and the House of
Representatives, which is clearly a devi-
ation from the original purpose of the
legislation.

For that reason, the Chair sustains
the point of order.

The Clerk read as follows:
COMPENSATION OF MEMBERS OF THE
COMMISSION

Sec. 102. (a) Each member of the Commis-
sion who is not otherwise in the service of the
Government of the United States shall re-
ceive the sum of $50 per day for each day
spent in the work of the Commission, shall
be relmbursed for actual and necessary
travel expenses, and shall receive a per diem
allowance of 812 in lieu of actual expenses
for subsistence, inclusive of fees or tips to
porters and stewards.

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike out the last word.

The
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Mr. Chairman, the fact that the House
has just adopted the amendment of-
fered by the gentleman from Texas
should be convincing proof of the fact
that the bill as presented to us by the
committee was a monstrous measure.
The gentleman from Texas and other
Members who have spoken in opposition
to this bill ably and well exposed the
evils inherent in the measure and the
wrongs which will be visited upon our
people if this bill is enacted. This bill
is a booby trap that will blast the fond-
est hopes of its sponsors, and it will prove
to be a Frankenstein which will haunt
them even in their dreams.

I compliment the distinguished gen-
tleman from New York upon the friendly
spirit which has characterized his con-
duct during the course of this debate.

Mr. Chairman, this has been one of
the most magnificent debates I have
heard during the long years that I have
served here. I do not believe that any
group of speakers could have done a
better job than those who have spoken
in opposition to this bill. After hearing
this great debate, we now know what
this measure really is. The gentleman
from Lousiana [Mr. Wirris], the gentle-
man from North Carolina [Mr. JoNEs],
and one Member after another stripped
this bill of all its camouflage and the
vicious provisions now stand in stark
nakedness before us. This bill will de-
stroy civil rights and do great violence
to the privileges which our citizens now
enjoy.

I do not question anyone's sincerity
nor shall I impugn anyone’s motives;
but to speak forthrightly and frankly, I
must say that I do not believe that the
President of the United States really
wants to do anything about civil rights
and if this bill is enacted, I believe that
it will even haunt him. If the President
really wanted action, why has this bill
been pigeonholed in the House com-
mittee from the dafe it was introduced
on January 5, 1955, until May 21, 1956?
What actually prompted the reporting
of this measure on May 21, 1956, after
the bill had been sleeping in the com-
mittee for all these many months?
Surely, not much time was consumed in
the drafting of the measure because it
is poorly drafted. But even under the
poorly drafted provisions, all of the con-
stitutional rights of citizenship could be
taken away and destroyed—sacred
rights which have been guaranteed to
all of our citizens by the organic law of
our Nation. It is difficult for many to
understand how any lawyer familiar
with the legal jurisprudence of our
counfry could in good conscience vote
for this un-American measure.

I say that it is dangerous, that it will
haunt those who sponsor it. I am not
aware of the fact that a single man or
woman in my congressional district is
being oppressed, nor am I aware of the
fact that any of them are being denied
the protection of the law. Thousands
upon thousands of times the law en-
forcement officers of the South have
risked their own lives to protect the lives
and the liberties and the property of the
colored people of the South. That is
well known. You do nof have to ouflaw
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lynching. Lynching is murder in every
Jurisdiction in this country.

This bill is a bill to perpetuate
MecCarthyism, to continue it in opera-
tion, to establish a Gestapo with snoop-
ers, going into all the homes and houses
of this country. Yes, it will plague the
employer and the employee.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from North Carolina has ex-
pired.

(By unanimous consent Mr. COOLEY
was allowed fo proceed for 3 additional
minutes.)

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, I have
listened attentively to this debate and
I have not heard a single plausible argu-
ment in behalf of the bill. The Presi-
dent has appointed more commissions,
he has created more committees than
any President in my day and generation.
He has an Advisory Committee on Edu-
cation, he has an Agricultural Advisory
Committee and numerous other com-
mittees and commissions. Did we au-
thorize them. No. He is paying these
committees and commissions and they
are advising him, not us. They do not
report to our congressional committees.
If he wanted to establish a commission
why did he not do it on his first day in
office? Why did he not do it in the first
year, in the second year, cr in the third
year? If he wants to direct one of the
Assistant Atforneys General to protect
the civil rights of citizens, why does he
not call in his Cabinet officer, the chief
law-enforcement officer of America, and
direct him to call upon one of his assist-
ants to go to the rescue of people who
are being oppressed? If he wants to
create another division within the De-
partment of Justice, what is to keep him
from issuing an appropriate Executive
order creafing such a division? Oh, no;
he does not do that. All of us know that
the President can do under his own
power everything he would be able to
do under this bill that should be done.

I have had experiences similar to the
one discussed by the gentleman from
Texas [Mr. Dies]. Such denials and
investigations are nauseating to any
lawyer who knows anything about the
legal jurisprudence of America. I have
appeared in these kangaroo courts. I
know that constitutional rights and priv-
ileges are ravished and violently ignored.
The accused is denied the right to con-
front his accusers. He is denied a bill
of particulars or a bill of indictment,
rules of evidence are destroyed. Hear-
say evidence is freely admitted and
they constitute a disgrace to the legal
jurisprudence of our Nation. The judges
in most instances have already con-
demned and convicted the accused. It
makes no difference what your legal
achievements have been, nor how per-
suasive an advocate you are. You as a
lawyer will be of little value in the kan-
garoo courts which will be established
under this bill.

The enacting clause should be stricken
out and we should end this discussion
and turn our attention to more impor-
tant business.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from  North Carolina has

again expired.
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Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent to proceed for 2 ad-
ditional minutes.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
North Carolina.

There was no objection.

Mr. HESELTON. Mr. Chairman, I ob-
jected, and I intend to object.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman was
not on the floor at the time he objected.

Mr. HESELTON. I was.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair did not
observe the gentleman. The committee
will be in order, and the gentleman from
North Carolina is recognized for 2 addi-
tional minutes.

Mr. COOLEY. I regret that the gen-
tleman does not want to hear any more
of the truth about this matter. I have
been here for days and hours, and I
have only asked for a few brief minutes,
This is what you would expect in a
kangaroo court. They would probably
limit counsel to 3 minutes to speak in
behalf of the rights of an American cit-
izen who happens to be accused.

How many of you have received com-
munications from citizens of your dis-
tricts who even contend that they are
being oppressed and mistreated? I have
not received a single communication. I
look upon this bill as nothing but decep-
tion and fraud. Some may think that it
will be politically to their advantage,
perhaps, to vote for this bill because it
is ecalled a civil-rights bill. It will be too
late after you enact this vicious and evil
bill to complain about it then. I know
that most of you have your minds made
up, but those of you who sat here and
voted for the Dies amendment a moment
ago must face your consciences if the
roll is called and you are called upon to
g0 on record. Everybody in the gallery
knows and everybody here knows that
there were only a few feeble noes against
that good amendment,

Mr. McDONOUGH. Mr. Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. COOLEY. I yield to the gentle-
man from California.

Mr. McDONOUGH. Do I understand
the gentleman is condemning his own
party's chairman for bringing this bill
to the House?

Mr. COOLEY. No; I am not condemn-
ing the chairman; I am not condemning
anybody. Everybody has a perfect right
to exercise his own free will and be
guided by his own conscience. That is
your privilege. I compliment the chair-
man for being so friendly and so fair in
this debate.

I accord to every Member the right to
vote his own convictions. Mr. Chairman,
no one can now say that they do not
understand the provisions and the far-
reaching implications involved in this
measure. You and all of you know now
what it really is. I again appeal to you
to condemn and defeat this un-Ameri-
can measure and to kill this monster
which will destroy rather than protect
the rights of our citizens,

Mr. BARRETT. Mr. Chairman, we
have just completed 2 full days of gen-
eral debate on H. R. 627, a bill to pro=-
vide means of further securing and pro-
tecting the civil rights of persons with-
in the jurisdiction of the United States.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

T am pleased to state here I was among
the first to sign the discharge petition
on this bill in order that it could be
brought before the House for debate and
a vote.

I have followed the debate very closely
and have been amused and, at the same
time, very much disgusted with the
wrangling and bickering that has taken
place here on the floor. From all ap-
pearances, one would think the House
was holding a combined Democratic and
Republican national convention.

During the debate on the bill, this
thought occurred to me, “What are we
as human beings trying to do to our
Negro citizens. Elevate them to their
rightful place in society—as they should
be—or beat them down into the pit of
slavery.” Slavery is indeed an ugly word
and its practice during the early forma-
tion of our country was equally as re-
pulsive. In 1776, our young Nation awoke
to the fact that all men are created equal
and are endowed by God with the right
of life, liberty, and the pursuit of hap-
piness.

How the Negro people since their ar-
rival on our shores have managed to sur-
vive the ridicule and injustices hurled
at them is beyond me. Yet they have
survived and with God’s help and our
guidance, they will endure.

In my congressional district I have
approximately 90,000 Negro constitu-
ents. I am pleased to say I know thou=-
sands of them personally and address
them by their Christian name. They are
law abiding, religious ecitizens and their
greatest desire is to live in peace and
harmony.

In order to insure and protect their
rights as American citizens, I introduced
a series of bills in February 1955, because
it was my honest desire to help in every
way to improve their lot. Many of the
proposals contained in the hill under
discussion now are identical to those I
introduced, so you can understand why I
wholeheartedly endorse the bill and urge
that it be passed immediately.

In an effort to acquaint the reading
public with all the facts on this vital
issue, many editorials have appeared in
our local Philadelphia papers. With
your permission, Mr. Chairman, I would
like to close my remarks with the follow-
ing article entitled “Bigotry Gesture in
South,” which recently appeared in the
Philadelphia Inquirer:

BIicoTrRY GESTURE IN SoUTH

The race bigots in Louisiana are probably
patting themselves on the back as a result
of the signing by Gov. Earl Long of a new law
banning interracial athletic contests and
other events in the State. But actually the
measure represents a rather pathetic attempt
to set back the clock. Even Governor Long
has predicted that the law will end up in the
courts.

At a time when racial segregation has been
dealt one blow after another by the Nation's
courts, Louisiana is hardly making itself look
good by enacting new and harsher restric-
tion laws—that will probably be thrown out
as illegal in due course when subjected to
judicial review.

Under the latest statute, professional and
amateur contests in which Negroes and
whites participate are barred in the State.
College football schedules, minor Ileague
baseball games, major league exhibition con-
tests, and Sugar Bowl events will all be af-
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fected. The bill also requires separate seat-
ing, sanitary drinking water, and other fa-
cities for white and Negro spectators at sports
events within the State—a provision that
may in itself keep some northern and west-
ern teams out of the Sugar Bowl.

As a gesture of resentment at the Supreme
Court decislon on school segregation, the
Louisiana restrictlons are futile. New laws
compounding past injustices cannot be al-
lowed to stand.

Mr. JONES of Alabama. Mr. Chair-
man, I ask unanimous consent to extend
my remarks at this point in the REcorbp.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Alabama?

There was no objection,

Mr. JONES of Alabama. Mr. Chair-
man, in last night’s Evening Star of
Washington, D. C., there appears a most
penetrating editorial with respect to the
bill we are debating here today, which I
sincerely hope each member of this body
will read most carefully and ponder most
heedfully. It bears the quaint caption
“Alice Outdone.” The editor seized upon
this title as a result of an exchange ear-
lier in this debate between two of our
distinguished Members in which refer-
ence was made to a tete-a-tete between
Alice and Humpty-Dumpty, with Alice
asking “How can you make words mean
s0 many different things?"

After quoting the give and take be-
tween our two distinguished colleagues,
the editorial comments upon the bill now
before us in the following language:

It is our understanding that the Attorney
General wrote the bill. But maybe Alice or
Humpty-Dumpty, had a hand in it. At any
rate its words mean, or could mean, 80 many
different things that we think it ought to
undergo careful, thorough and seamhlng
study before it ever becomes law.

To this last admonition I humbly utter
a sincere and devout “Amen.” Before
discussing the vagueness and ambiguity
of those words used in the bill, I should
like to call the atention of my colleagues
to the keen observation the Evening Star
writer made at the outset of the editorial
to which I have referred:

The expectation is that the House, with
both Republicans and Northern Democratics
reacting in the usual way to political pres-
ure, will pass the civil rights bill. There is
an equally strong expectation that it will not
pass the Senate.

It is & good thing, in our judgment, that it
will not. For anyone who takes the trouble
to read the record of the House debate can=
not fail to come away with the firm impres-
sion that few, if any, House Members fully
understand the implications of this far-
reaching bill.

I frankly plead guilty to being one of
those House Members who fail fully to
understand the implications of this far-
reaching bill. This is true in spite of the
fact that I have studied the bill carefully,
have gone over it painstakingly many
times, and sincerely have tried to come
up with an honest understanding as to
just what the Commission on Civil Rights
and the Attorney General could or could
not do if unfortunately the bill ever were
to become the law of this land. While I
do not profess to be an eminent constitu-
tional lawyer such as are many of my
distinguished colleagues, I have prac-
ticed law for a number of years, and also
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served as a judge for a period of time.
This experience is of no avail to me in
attempting to arrive at any conclusion
with any remote degree of certainty as to
what protection a citizen might have
against the whimsical actions of the
proposed Commission on Civil Rights or
the Attorney General under the novel
and frightening new powers given to him
by the misty language employed in the
bill.

I also am firmly of the opinion that the
Evening Star is correct in charging that
few, if any, of my fellow members fully
understand the implications of this far-
reaching bill. In concurring in this opin-
ion expressed by a most cautious and
carefull newspaper, I am not reflecting
unfavorably upon the intelligence of my
friends here., Neither do I apologize for
my own lack of understanding of just
what could or could not be done under
the bill.

The perplexity those of us who are
lawyers encounter is that the language
used is not the language used in any
laws which we have been called upon to
interpret and pass upon in the past. The
wording of the bill constitutes a depar-
ture from that degree of certainty and
definiteness in a law which we were
taught in law school was required in a
law if its validity were to be upheld.
Whether we are lawyers or not we must
be appalled by the looseness of the lan-
guage used and the utter lack of any
circumseription on the powers granted to
the Commission and the Attorney Gen-
eral.

I do have one conviction as a result
of careful study of the words in the bill.
A preying, meddlesome Commission on
Civil Rights could go just as far as its
members pleased in invading the privacy
of our citizens. An Attorney General,
under the influence of a pressure group,
or for selfish political gain would suffer
from no restraint in starting harassing
injunctive proceedings against perfectly
innocent individuals who might be sin-
gled out for such action.

Many speakers preceding me have gone
through the bill, section by section and
pointed out the ill-defined and inexplicit
terms of the bill and indicated how they
could mean whatever possible unscru-
pulous designees of authority under the
bill might desire them to mean. Pre-
vious speakers also have pointed out
what violence the powers granted under
the bill do to our established traditions
of jurisprudence and fair play. I shall
not take the time of this body to go over
that ground again.

I merely ask my fellow members to give
serious consideration to what you have
heard from other Members concerning
the abstruseness of, or the unbridled li-
cense implicit in, such language as “in-
vestigate the allegations that certain ecit-
izens are being subjected to unwarranted
economic pressures”; ‘“study and col-
lect information concerning economic,
socizal, and legal developments constitut-
ing a denial”; “appraise the laws and
policies of the Federal Government with
respect to equal protection of laws™;
“whenever any persons have engaged or
are about to engage in any acts or prac-
tices”; “no person, whether acting under
color of law, or otherwise.”
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Likewise, I appeal to you to take heed
to what you have heard from others
who have taken part in this debate with
respect to how foreign to our system of
jurisprudence is the provision:

The district courts of the United States
shall have jurisdiction * * * and shall exer-
cise the same without regard to whether the
party agerieved shall have exhausted any
administrative or other remedies that may
be provided by law.

Moreover, I would ask you to give re-
gard to the gquestions which have been
raised as to the propriety and advisabil-
ity in the following strange provisions
of the bill: authorizing the proposed
Commission to utilize the services of
volunteers and then paying them $12 a
day; giving the Commission the un-
bridled power to issue subpenas; creating
a new position of Attorney General; au-
thorizing the Attorney General to insti-
tute action on behalf of a party even
though the latter does not request or
authorize him to do so; making the
United States liable for costs in an action
for the benefit of a private party.

Myr. Chairman, I have another request
that I should like to make of my fellow
Members of the House. Before voting on
this bill, I urge that you read a speech
made by one of the greatest Republican
liberals and one of the greatest consti-
tutional authorities who ever served in
the Senate of the United States—Hon.
William E. Borah, of Idaho. Senator
Borah made the speech on January 7,
1938, as a part of the debate which took
place on another bill relating to the same
issue involved here. Not only does his
speech contain a full and carefully docu-
mented history of the problems facing
the South, but it also furnishes a keen
analysis of the legal effects of the bill.
What the illustrious Senator Borah said
at that time is equally applicable to the
bill before us now.

I oppose this so-called civil-rights bill
for the same reasons Senator Borah op-
posed the earlier hill. In closing, I adopt
the following quote from him as mine and
apply it to this bill.

But I call attention to this feature now
which must be of concern to every Member
of this body, to everyone who believes in our
dual system of government. This bill as it
is drawn—observe my language—this bill as
it is drawn strikes at the very heart, at the
very life of local self-government. I ask
Senators to reread the bill in the light of
that assertion. It would place a construction
upon the 14th amendment never contem-
plated by the men who wrote it—in fact, spe-
cifically rejected by them—and which, in my
opinion, a fair construction in no sense
sustains. |

The Clerk read as follows:

(b) Each member of the Commission who
is otherwise in the service of the Govern-
ment of the United States shall serve with-
out compensation in addition to that re-
ceived for such other service, but while en-
gaged in the work of the Commission shall
be reimbursed for actual and necessary travel
expenses, and shall receive a per diem allow-
ance of $12 in lieu of actual expenses for
subsistence, inclusive of fees or tips to porters
and stewards.

DUTIES OF THE COMMISSION

Sec. 103. (a) The Commission shall—

(1) investigate the allegations that cer-
tain citizens of the United States are being
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deprived of their right to vote or are being
subjected to unwarranted economic pres-
sures by reason of their color, race, religion,
or national origin;

(2) study and collect information concern-
ing economie, social, and legal developments
constituting a denial of equal protection of
the laws under the Constitution; and

(3) appraise the laws and policies of the
Federal Government with respect to equal
protection of the laws under the Constitu-
tion.

(b) The Commission shall submit interim
reports to the President at such times as
either the Commission or the President shall
deem desirable, and shall submit to the Presi-
dent a final and comprehensive report of its
actlvities, findings, and recommendations
not later than 2 years from the date of the
enactment of this statute.

(c) SBixty days after the submission of its
final report and recommendations the Com-
mission shall cease to exist.

Mr, JACKSON. Mr, Chairman, I offer
an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. JacksoN: On
page 21 strike out lines 9 through 13 and
insert the following:

“(1) investigate the allegations that cer-
tain citizens of the United States are being
deprived of their right to vote or obtain em-
ployment, or are being subjected to unwar-
ranted economic pressures, by reason of their
color, race, religion, national origin, or mem-
bership or nonmembership in a labor or trade
organization.”

Mr, CELLER. Mr. Chairman, a point
of order.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will
state it.

Mr. CELLER. I make the point of
order that the amendment is not ger-
mane.

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentle-
man from California desire to be heard
on the point of order?

Mr. JACKSON. Yes. Would the gen-
tleman reserve his point of order?

Mr. CELLER. Does the gentleman
insist upon germaneness, or does he want
5 minutes to speak?

Mr. JACKSON. Well, never mind.
Let the point of order stand.

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Chairman, I make
the point of order that the amendment
of the gentleman from California is not
germane.

Mr. KEATING. Mr. Chairman, I join
in the point of order.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will hear
the gentleman from California [Mr.
Jackson] on his point of order.

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Chairman, if the
gentleman wishes, I should be glad to
reserve the point of order. I did not
intend any slight to the gentleman from
California, I assure him,

Mr. JACKSON. I thank the gentle-
man.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from California [Mr. JacksoN] may be
heard on his point of order.

Mr. JACKSON. Mr. Chairman, I
should like to say first of all that this
amendment is not being offered as a
dodge or a subterfuge but in the sincere
conviction that something of this sort
is needed in a civil-rights bill. I believe
that the committee in the language con-
tained in the bill on page 21, lines 11 and
12 in no way limits the scope of the
authority of the Commission in the in-
vestigation of reported infringements cf
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the right to vote. The bill proposes very
clearly that the Commission shall in-
quire also into instances where—and I
quote the language of the bill—“citizens
of the United States * * * are being sub-
jected to unwarranted economic pres-
sures.”

Certainly this throws the matter wide
open. It throws it open, in my opinion,
Mr. Chairman, in any case where there
is a suggestion or an instance of unwar-
ranted economic pressures. Certainly
any unwarranted economic pressure
that would serve to place a citizen of the
United States on an economic blacklist
falls within this category.

I submit, Mr. Chairman, in conclusion,
that it is upon that point that the
amendment which I have offered is ger-
mane. If there is any fundamental civil
right in the United States it is the right
of a citizen to be employed; it is a civil
right for him to have the privilege of
feeding and clothing his family.

I wish to say nothing more on the
point of order, Mr. Chairman, except I
hope the chairman’s wisdom will make
him see fit to overrule the point of order.

The CHATIRMAN. Does the gentleman
from New York [Mr. CELLER] desire to
be heard on the point of order?

Mr. CELLER. Very briefly, Mr. Chair-
man. I believe the amendment would
change the whole complexion of the bill.
The purpose of the hill is to prevent and
to redress deprivation of constitutional
civil rights on the grounds of race, color,
religion, or national origin. All through
the provisions setting forth the duties
of the Commission we find the words
“race, color, religion, or national origin.”
That part that the gentleman read con-
tained the words “economic pressures”
and the phrase in the bill reads: “Un-
warranted economic pressures by reason
of their color, race, religion, or national
origin.”

For that reason, I insist on my point of
order,

The CHATRMAN. Does the gentleman
from New York [Mr. Keatmnc] wish to
be heard on the point of order?

Mr. KEATING. Mr. Chairman, I just
want to add to what the chairman has
said, that the suggestion if it were of-
fered separately by the gentleman from
California in another bill probably rep-
resents a matter on which the Congress
should work its will, in the proper way.
If it were offered, it would be referred
to the Committee on Education and
Labor and would not fall within the
province of the Committee on the Ju-
diciary. For that reason I also feel the
point of order is well taken.

The CHATIRMAN. The Chair is ready
to rule. The gentleman from California
[Mr. Jackson] has offered an amend-
ment to the bill H. R. 627 now under
consideration, The Chair has examined
the amendment and also the language of
the bill as referred to by the gentleman
from California. The Chairman finds
that the bill itself has to do with matters
of economic pressure by reason of their
color, race, religion, or national origin.

The amendment of the gentleman
from California goes beyond that and
extends to membership or nonmember-
ship in labor or trade organizations. The
Chair holds that the amendment is not
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germane.
tained.

Mr. SMITH of Virginia. Mr. Chair-
man, I appeal from the decision of the
Chair.

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. Mr. Chair-
man, a point of order.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will
state it.

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. Can the
decision of the Chairman of the Com-
mittee of the Whole be appealed, under
the rules?

The CHATRMAN. It can.

Mr. KEATING. Mr. Chairman, a
parliamentary inquiry.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will
state it.

Mr. EEATING. On this appeal from
the ruling of the Chair, do I understand
correctly that in voting on it we are vot-
ing not on the merits of the proposition
submitted by the gentleman from Cali-
fornia but rather on whether the Chair
is correct in his ruling?

The CHAIRMAN. That is correct.

The question is, Shall the decision of
the Chair stand as the judgment of the
Committee?

The question was taken; and the
Chairman announced .that the ayes
had it.

So the decision of the Chairman stood
as the judgment of the Committee.

Mr. McDONOUGH. Mr. Chairman, I
offer an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. McDoNOUGH:
Page 21, line 12, after “their”, insert “sex.”

Mr. KEATING. Mr. Chairman, a
point of order.

The CHATRMAN. The gentleman will
state it.

Mr. KEATING. Mr. Chairman, I
make the point of order against the
amendment that it is not germane to the
bill.

Mr. CELLER. Mr., Chairman, I also
make the point of order that the amend-
ment is not germane, and I should like
to be heard on that.

The CHAIRMAN, Does the gentle-
man from California care to be heard
on the point of order?

Mr. McDONOUGH. I do, Mr. Chair-
man.

Mr. Chairman, section 103, with which
I am sure the Members are thoroughly
familiar, deals with the duties conferred
upon the Commission. My amendment
would add to paragraph (1) of section
103 that sex would be a justifiable reason
for the Commission to investigate, along
with color, race, religion, and national
origin.

I see no reason why this should not be
germane to the duties of the Commission,
because sex is a category just as much as
color, race, or religion. Certainly there
is sufficient evidence that unwarranted
economic pressures have been applied to
people because of sex.

The Congress has had before it for a
number of years a proposed amendment
to the Constitution of the United States
which would if adopted provide equal
rights for women, or remove the ques-
tion of sex as a means of discrimination
in this country. Certainly the duties of
the Commission under this bill with re-

The point of order is sus-
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spect to color, race, religion, or national
origin relate to matters of discrimina-
tion or the bill would not be before us.
It is because there are discriminations
against people in those categories that
this bill is before the Congress today. In
my opinion, there is no reason why sex
should not be included and the Commis-
sion be permitted to investigate why eco-
nomic pressure has been placed against
people because of sex.

Mr, WILLIS. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. McDONOUGH. I yield to the
gentleman from Louisiana.

Mr. WILLIS. Is it not so that what
this section deals with is the creation of
the Commission and permitting the Com-
mission to engage in certain investiga-
tions?

Mr. McDONOUGH. That is right.

Mr. WILLIS. Certainly we are not leg-
islating on anything on the gquestion of
germaneness. We are directing the
Commission to make certain investiga-
tions. Therefore, why is it not germane
to add to the duties of the Commission?

Mr. McDONOUGH. I certainly agree
with the gentleman’s reasoning there.
In my opinion, if sex is not germane, Lord
help the human race.

Mr. Chairman, that is all I have to say.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from New York [Mr.
CELLER].

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Chairman, having
been apprised of the amendment of the
gentleman from California [Mr. Mc-
Donoucn] we studied this amendment a
kit last night and I came up with these
arguments against the germaneness of
the amendment.

First, the amendment would change
the entire purport of the bill. If we are
going to permit the word “sex” in the
bill and allow that to be the subject of.
the investigation of the Commission, you
may as well allow the word “youth” in
there or “‘adolescence” or “spinsterhood”
or “old age” or “dotage” or what-have=
you. The bill concerns the protection of
constitutional rights against the depriva-
tion by reason of race, color, or creed or
national origin and concerns the denial
of equal protection of the laws under
the Constitution. These constitutional
protections have never—have never been
considered relevant or germane to
women's rights.

Mr. McDONOUGH. Mr. Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. CELLER. I yield.

Mr. McDONOUGH. Does the gentle-
man maintain that the words “national
origin” are more germane to the cate-
gories that the commissioners may inves-
tigate than the question whether a
woman or a man is given an opportunity
to work in this country?

Mr. CELLER. That is an address to
the merits or the demerits of the amend-
ment. I am speaking of the germane-
ness of the amendment. The 14th
amendment to the Constitution, and this
bill concerns much of the 14th amend-
ment, prohibits the denial by State
action of the equal protection of the
laws, but distinctions based on sex have
never been considered within the pur-
view of this prohibition. Likewise, the
14th amendment prohibits State action
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abridging the privileges and immunities
of citizens of the Unifed States.

As long ago as 1872, it was recognized
that this had no relation to women's
rights. In the case of Bradwell v. Illinois
(83 U. S. 139), decided in 1872, the Su-
preme Court of the United States was
asked to compel the State of Illinois to
admit Myra Bradwell to practice law.
The court refused although she claimed
this to be a privilege and immunity
guaranteed her by the Constitution of
the United States. Likewise, the statutes
which make distinction between men
and women for the purposes of jury
service have been held not to deprive
a constitutionally guaranteed privilege
and immunity. This prineciple applies to
the privileges and immunities clause of
article IV, section 2 of the Constitution,
which provides:

Citizens of each State shall be entitled to
all the privileges and immunities of citizens
of the several States—

As well as to the like provision in the
14th amendment. Uniformly, the courts
have held that the 14th and 15th amend-
ments and the clause that I have just
read of the Constitution are never to be
considered by way of a deprivation or
discrimination rather, between a man
and a woman. This bill also relates to
the protection of the right to vote against
deprivation based on race or color. The
15th amendment of the Constitution is
implemented by this legislation. It
provides:

The right of citizens of the United States
to vote shall not be denled or abridged by
the United States or by any State on account
of race, color or previous condition of servi-
tude.

The 19th amendment, the women's
rights amendment, was necessary to
cover that matter. Otherwise women
could not vote. None of the constitu-
tional rights considered in this bill re-
lates in any way to the subject of the
proposed amendment. Senate Joint
Resolution 39, pertaining to equal rights
for women, is now pending in the Sen-
ate. To amalgamate these wholly dif-
ferent subjects is contrary to the rules
of the House and will do no justice to the
consideration of either that joint resolu-
tion or this bill now before the House.
Nor will it give proper consideration to
a resolution offered by the distinguished
lady from New York [Mrs. St. GEORGE],
for whom we all have a most affectionate
regard. It would hurt the consideration
of that amendment.

Mr. KEATING. Mr. Chairman, since
we have adopted the rules set forth by
the gentleman from Texas, it seems I
should withdraw my objection to in-
vestigations by this Commission. How-
ever, I feel that I must press the ob-
jection so well set forth, that to add
these words would completely change
the tenor and character of this legisla-
tion. For the same reasons that we
ruled out the amendment submitted by
the gentleman from California [Mr.
Jackson] this should be ruled out. I
know how hard the gentleman from
California [Mr. McDonoucH] has worked
on this problem, as well as our colleague,
Mrs. ST. GEORGE, but this is not the
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proper place to present an argument on
this issue.

Mrs. ST. GEORGE. Mr. Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. KEATING. I yield.

Mrs. ST. GEORGE. Mr. Chairman,
as I have a certain interest in this be-
cause the equal rights amendment has
been mentioned by my very dear and
distinguished colleague from New York,
I would like to say first of all that I
am a little at a loss whenever the word
“sex’ is brought into any argument on
the floor of the House of Representatives
it is immediately assumed to mean only
the female sex. I do not know what
you gentlemen think you are. I do not
know what my distinguished friend from
New York [Mr. CerLLEr] thinks he is,
but I have always been under the im-
pression that he and you all belong to
the male sex.

This bill is a bill on civil rights, and
I can see no reason why civil rights
should not apply to people of both sexes
just as much as it applies to people of
different color. There is disecrimination
on account of sex, not always against
females; sometimes against males. We
have recently had a bill before my own
committee on retirement, and it has
been my great pleasure to insist that
whenever the word “widow"” occurs the
words “and widower” shall be added.
So you see, what is sauce for the goose
is sauce for the gander. I am sorry
that there is such opposition to this
on the ground that it would affect
women. I do not know what the great
objection is to women having equality
under the law or equal civil rights.

My friend from New York has always
been opposed to this. I believe he is
secretly at heart a misogynist—and that
is a $64 word. I would also say that
in spite of these remarks of mine I am
truly devoted to my friend from New
York.

The CHATRMAN. Is the lady speak-
inge to the point of order?

Mrs. ST. GEORGE. Yes; but could I
make a few allusions?

The CHAIRMAN. The lady will con-
fine her argument to the point of order.

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr.
Chairman, will the gentle lady yield?

Mrs. ST. GEORGE. Yes; I yield.

The CHAIRMAN. The lady cannot
yield.

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. As long
as no one is objecting.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair is here
to maintain order.

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. And the
Chair objects to her talking?

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair wants
to be informed on the point of order.

Mrs. ST. GEORGE. I personally can
see no reason why the word ‘“‘sex” should
be omitted from this bill any more than
the word “religion,” or “color.” I have
not yet heard it satisfactorily explained,
although I will admit that there has
been a great deal of eloguence, and the
question of women's rights has been in-
troduced in the committee where I quite
agree it has no place, where I certainly
did not intend to bring it.

I am sorry I have been interrupted;
I have some very charming things to
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say about my colleague from New York
which unforfunately now will be lost to
posterity.

Mr. McDONOUGH. Mr. Chairman,
will the gentleman from New York yield?

Mr. KEATING. I yield.

Mr. McDONOUGH. The gentleman
from New York has yielded to me to ask
the gentlewoman from New York a ques-
tion.

The point of order is raised on whether
or not discrimination on account of sex
should not be included among the inves-
tigative duties of the Commission. Does
not the gentlewoman agree that this is
not legislation, this has not any com-
parison to the citations read by the gen-
tleman from New York [Mr. CELLER] of
court decisions, this is not in the same
category; this is merely conferring upon
the Commission duties to investigate a
category of citizens that is of a com-
parative nature to race and religion?

Mrs. ST. GEORGE. I quite agree with
my friend. As I read this bill it does
nothing but appoint a Commission to
investigate, and I might also say in view
of what my good friend from New Jersey
[Mr. TomuLTY] said the other day, that
I can very well see some woman going
down the street. The Attorney General
might be looking out the window and
say, “Well, she obviously is being very
put upon,” and he probably would be
right—a great many are sorely put upon.
So then he would use these investigators
and other individuals to investizate the
plight of this citizen who happened to
be a woman, and under this she would
be deprived of any redress of any kind
at all. That is my understanding from
what the gentleman from New York has
just told us.

The same would apply to a man if for
some reason——

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair must in-
sist that the gentlewoman speak to the
point of order which is whether or not
the word “sex” is germane to the legis-
lation.

Mrs. ST. GEORGE. I have repeated
that it is; I am now trying to prove why
it is. I am trying to prove that under
this bill you exempt certain people for
this reason——

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair under-
stands that very well. The Chair wants
to know whether or not this is germane,
not why it is germane.

Mrs. ST. GEORGE. In my opinion,
sir, it is germane.

Mr. BURDICK. Mr.
point of order.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will
state it.

Mr. BURDICEK. I have been observ-
ing this debate and I have observed what
the gentlewoman has said. She appears
to be talking to the point and as far as
I know is in complete order.

Mr. TUMULTY. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentlewoman yield for a question?

Mrs. ST. GEORGE. Will the gentle-
man ask that of the gentleman from
New York, please?

Mr. KEATING. Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from New York has the floor. Does he
yvield or is he going to help the Chair
make a decision?

Chairman, a
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Mr. EEATING.
up one point raised by the gentlewoman
to the effect that this bill will apply to
men and women alike, as there is no dis-
crimination on the ground of color, race,
religion, or national origin.

Mr. TUMULTY. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield for a question?

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair is pre-
pared to rule.

Mr. SMITH of Virginia. - Mr. Chair-
man, may I be heard on the point of
order?

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will
hear the gentleman from Virginia.

Mr. SMITH of Virginia. I want to be
heard rather seriously, because I was
shodked——

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair hopes
it will be serious.

Mr. SMITH of Virginia.
the decision of the Chair.

In the first place, this is a bill entitled
“A bill to provide means of further se-
curing and protecting the civil rights of
persons within the jurisdiction of the
United States.”

That does not confine itself to color;
it does not confine itself to race, religion,
or national origin, but it is a bill to pro-
tect all civil rights. That is what it is
intended for.

Mr. Chairman, to confine this bill to
these four classes of people, and to rule
out all and every protection of other
civil rights seems to me is going far be-
yond the precedents that have hereto-
fore governed us in the consideration of
bills.

Mr. TOUMULTY. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. SMITH of Virginia. I yield to the
gentleman from New Jersey.

Mr. TUMULTY. Is it not a fact, un-
less my information is incorrect, that
our color and our race and our national
origin is derived from sex?

Mr. SMITH of Virginia. I believe the
gentleman is right about that.

Mr. TUMULTY. Otherwise I have
been misinformed.

Mr. SMITH of Virginia. Mr. Chair-
man, I can hardly conceive of any class
of people who by courtesy in our usual
American tradition should be more and
better entitled to the protection of their
civil rights than women. As the Chair
doubtless knows, we have had a constitu-
tional amendment pending for years to
take care of the civil rights of women,
but somehow or other it has never gotten
ocut of the fine committee of the gentle-
man from New York [Mr. CeELLER] and
the gentleman from New York [Mr.
Keatincg]; but, nevertheless, there has
been a great demand for it. There
would not be a demand for it unless there
was a violation of civil rights. We all
know in our practice and in our experi-
ence in business that women are dis-
criminated against daily and constantly
in the matter of salaries and wages.

Let us take the right to work, which
the Chair has ruled is not a civil liberty.
Tell me what greater civil liberty there
is than the right to work? It was not
given to us by the Constitution of the
United States, it was not given to us by
the constitution of my State or your
State or by any law of the Congress. It
was given the first man ever born on this

Shocked by
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earth, Adam, when God ran him out of -
the Garden of Eden and said: “In the
sweat of thy face shalt thou eat bread.”

That was a Biblical command that he -
should work. When this House sets it-
self up to say by a parliamentary rule
on so narrow a subject as civil rights
that the most important ecivil rights to
the existence of mankind, the right to
work, is not a civil right, in my opinion
is not proper.

Mr. McDONOUGH. Mr. Chairman, a
point of order.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will
state it.

Mr. McDONOUGH. The Chairman
ruled against the gentlewoman from New
York for not confining her remarks to
the point of order. I appreciate what
the gentleman from Virginia is now say-
ing, but he is talking about a point of
order made to a previous amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will
confine his remarks to the point of order
on the amendment under consideration,

Mr. SMITH of Virginia. Mr. Chair-
man, I am talking about the narrow view
w2 are taking on the question of civil
rights. I mentioned the right to work
as merely an illustration. If it hurts
anybody’s feelings on account of the im-
plications that surround the right to
work, then I apologize. But, Mr. Chair-
man, the purpose of that illustration was
merely to bring to the attention of the
Chair the very narrow limitation which
he has put upon this bill and which is
going to narrow this bill so that a great
many pertinent amendments on the vio-
lation of civil rights cannot be considered
by the committee when it is considering
the whole general question under the
title of the bill as violations of civil
rights.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair is pre-
pared to rule. The Chair may say to the
gentleman from Virginia, however, that
he should not prejudge what the Chair
is going to rule.

Mr. SMITH of Virginia. I was not
doing that, Mr. Chairman. :

The CHAIRMAN. The previous
amendment had to do with a class that
came within the jurisdiction of another
committee of the Congress.

The gentleman from California [Mr.
McDonoucH] has offered an amendment,
to which a point of order has been made.
The Chair has heard the arguments, he
has read the hill, he has read the amend-
ment and finds that by adding the word
“sex” to the other four categories listed
herein the subject is germane and so
rules.

The Chair, therefore, overrules the
point of order.

Mr. McDONOUGH. Mr. Chairman, in
the interest of time, it seems to me that
enough has been said about my amend-
ment and the purpose of it to limit the
debate to a minimum in order to vote
on the question. I merely want to say
briefly that the addition of the word sex
to the other categories would broaden
the scope and bring to the attention of
the public the question of discrimina-
tion because of sex, both male and fe-
male. This is not 'a facetious amend-
ment. It is submitted with my sincere
convictions of its reason and its pur-
pose. In checking the record since this
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session of the Congress, I find an honor -
roll of some 219 Members of the House
who have agreed with the gentlewoman
from New York [Mrs. St. GEorgE] in
her proposal to amend the Constitu-
tion of the United States to bring about
an equality of the sexes or to prevent
discrimination because of sex under the
Constitution. Most of the women of the
Congress have agreed with her. I have -
here a statement from Judge TRIMELE,
of Arkansas, to Mrs. St. GEORGE stating
that he is glad to become a sponsor with
her for that amendment. I have here
an excerpt from a letter from Brooks
Hays, of Arkansas, stating likewise. And,
as I said before, the list contains the
names of 219 Members of the House who
have agreed to sponsor the equal rights
amendment fo the Constitution. Here
is a list of these names: i

SPONSORS OF THE EQUAL RIGHTS AMENDMENT—
ToTaL 219 X
Alabama: FRANK W. BOYKIN; CARL ELLiOTT,
GeORGE HUDDLESTON, JR.

Arizona: JouN J. RHODES, STEWART UDALL,

Arkansas: WILBUR D. MILLsS, OREN HaRRIS,
W. F, NomRELL., -

California: HuUBERT B. Scubpper; JouHN E.
Moss, JR.; WiLLlam S. MAILLIARD; JoHN F.
BALDWIN, JR.; JOHN J. ALLEN, JR.; J. ARTHUR
YOUNGER; CHARLES S. GUBsEa; B. F. SIsK;
CHARLES M. TEAGUE; HARLAN HAGEN; GORDON
L. McDoNouGH; DONALD L. JacKsonN; Carn
HinsHAW; EDGAR W. HIESTAND; CLYDE DoYLE;
GLENARD P. Lipscoms; JAMES ROOSEVELT;
HaRRY R. SHEPPARD; JOHN PHILLIPS; ROBERT
C. WiLsoN.

Colorado: BYRON G. ROGERS, WAYNE N.
ASPINALL.
Connecticut: Tmomas J. Dobp; HoRAce

SEELY-BROWN, JR.; ALBERT W. CRETELLA; AL-
BERT P. MORANO; JaMES T. PATTERSON,

Delaware: HARRIS M. McDowELL, JR.

Florida: Wmriam C. Cramer; Bop SIKES;
DanTe B. FasceLn; A. S. HERLONG, Jn.:
DwicHT L. ROGERS; JAMES A. HALEY; D. R.
MATTHEWS.

Idaho: GRACIE PFOST.

Illinoils: Winriam L. DawsoN, WiLLiaM E.
McVeY, RicHARD W. Horrmaw, TIMOTHY P.
SHEEHAN, CHARLES A, BoYLE, MARGUERITE
Strrr CHURCH, LESLIE C. ARENDS, Smp Sivp-
SON, WiLLIAM L. SPRINGER, CHARLES W. VUR~
SELL, KENNETH J, GRAY.

Indiana: E. Ross ApaR, JoEN V. BEAMER,
CeciL. M. HaRDEN, WILLIAM G. BrAY, EARL
WiLsoN.

Iowa: FRED SCHWENGEL, HENRY O. TALLE,
H. R. Gross, EarL M. LECoMPTE, PAUL CUN-
NINGHAM.

Eansas: Witrtam H. Avery, Myrow V.
GEORGE, CLIFFORD R. HOPE, WINT SMITH,

Eentucky: WirLiam H. NatcHER, BRENT
SPENCE, CARL D. PERKINS, EUGENE SILER.

Louisiana: F. Epwarp HEBERT, OTTO E.
PassmaN, GEORGE S, Lona.

Maine: RoBerT HALE, CHARLES P. NELSON.

Maryland: Epwarp T. MILrEr; JAMES P, S.
DEVEREUX, EpwWarRD A, GARMATZ, GEORGE H.
FaLroN, RIcHARD E. LANKFORD, DEWrITT 8.
Hype, S8AMUEL N. FRIEDEL.

‘Massachusetts: Epwarp P. BoLaNp, HAROLD
D. DoNoHUE, EpiTH NoUrse ROGERS, DONALD
W. NicHOLSON,

Michigan: Gerarp R. Forp, Jr.; Doxn Hay-
WORTH; ALVIN M. BENTLEY, RUTH THOMPSON;
VictorR A. ENox; CHARLES C. Dices, Jm.;
MARTHA W. GRIFFITHS. ;

Minnesota: EvuGENE J. McCarTHY, CoYA
ENUTSON.

‘Missouri: GeorceE H. CHRi1STOPHER; W. R.

. HuLn, Jr.; A. 8. J. CARNAHAN; MORGAN M.

MOULDER.

Montana: OrviN B. FJARE.

‘Nebraska: PHIL WEAVER, ROBERT D. HARRI-
soN, A. L. MILLER.
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Nevada: CLIFTON YOUNG.

New Hampshire: CaEesTER E, MERROW.

New Jersey: Franrk S. THOoMPSON, JR.:
Prrer FRELINGHUYSEN, JR.: HARRISON A. WiL-
LIAMS, JR.; WIiLLiam B. WionaLn; FrRANK C.
OsERs, Jr.; T. JaMes TUMULTY.

New Mexico: AnToNio M. FERNANDEZ,
JAMES J. DEMPSEY.

New York: BSTUYVESANT WAINWRIGHT;
Faanx J, BECKER; HENRY J. LATHAM, ALBERT
H, BoscH; LESTER HOLTZMAN; VICTOR L. AN-
FUS0o; ApRaHAM J. MULTER; JoHN H. RayY;
Apam CLaYTON POWELL, JR., FREDERIC R. CoU~-
DERT, JB.; ARTHUR G. KLEIN; IRwiN D. Davin=-
SoN; HERBERT ZELENKO; SIDNEY A. FINE;
ISInORE DOLLINGER; CHARLES A. BUCKLEY;
PavLn A, FiNo; Rarra W, GWINN; EATHARINE
8t. GeomrgE; J. ErRNEST WHARTON; LEO W.
O'BRIEN; DEAN P, TaAYLOR; BERNARD W. KEAR-
NEY; WiLLiAM R. WirLriams; HarorLp C. OSTER-
TAG; WiLLIAM E, MiLLER; EDMUND P. RADWAN;
JoHN R. PILLION; DANIEL A. REED.

North Carclina: THURMoND CHATHAM, F.
ERTEL CARLYLE.

North Dakota: Usuaer L. BURDICK, OTTO
KRUEGER.

Ohlo: Gorpon H, ScHERER; JAMES G. POLK;
THOMAS A. JENKINS; A. D. BAUMHART, JR.;
Witniam H. Avres; JoHN E, HENDERSON;
Frang T. Bow; J. HaArRrY McGREGOR; WAYNE
L. Hays,

Oklahoma: PacE BELcHER, Ep EDMONDSON,
Tom STEED, JOHN JARMAN, VICTOR WICKER-
SHAM.

Oregon: BaM CooN, HARrIS ELLSWORTH.

Pennsylvania: WiLriam A. BARRETT; WiL=
riam T, GRANAHAN; James A, BYRNE; EARL
CHUDOFF; BEnJaMIN F. James; JoserH L.
Carnice; Ivor D. FENTON; SAMUEL K, Mc-
CONNELL, JR.; ALvIN R. BusH; RICHARD M.
Simeson; JaMmMeEs M. QUIGLEY; JAmES E. Vaw
ZanDpT; JOHN P. SAYLOR; CARROLL D. KEARNS;
Frank M. CLarK; THoMAS E. MORGAN; JAMES
G. FULTON.

South Carolina: L. MeENDEL RIVERS, RoB-
ERT T. ASHMORE.

South Dakota: Harop O, Lovee, E. Y.
BERRY.

Tennessee: JOoE L, Evins, CLIFFORD DAvIS.

Texas: Brapy GENTRY, BRUCE ALGER, OLIN
E. TEAGUE, JOEN DowDY, CLARK W. THOMP=
sSON., FRANK IKARD.

Utah: HEneY ALDOUsS DIXON.

Vermont: WinsTon L. PROUTY.

Virginia: Ricamaro H. Forr, Howarp W.
SayaTe, PAT JENNINGS, JOEL T. BROYHILL,

Washington: THOMaAS M. PrLLY, JACK
WEesSTLAND, Russern V. MAck, Han HOLMES,
WaLr Horaw, THor C. TOLLEFSON.

West Virginia: RoserT H. MOLLOHAN, HaR=
LEY O. STaGGERS, CLEVELAND M. BAmLEY, M. Q.
BurnsiDE, EL1zaBETH KEE, ROBERT C. BYRD.

Wisconsin: GArRDNER R. WIiTHROW, WILLIAM
K. VAN PeELT, LESTER JOHNSON.

Wyoming: E. ExrrH THOMSON,

Alaska: E. L. BARTLETT,

Hawall: Mgs. JosePH R. FARRINGTON.

Puerto Rico: ANToNIO FERNOGS-ISERN.

Mrs. ST. GEORGE. Mr, Chairman, if
the gentleman will yield, we now have
225.

Mr. MCDONOUGH. Here is an oppor=
tunity for those of you who sincerely be-
lieve that equal rights regardless of sex
should be an amendment to the Con-
stitution of the United States, to pro-
vide the Civil Rights Commission pro-
vided for in this bill with authority to
investigate why there has been dis-
crimination hecause of sex in the United
States. This Commission can then sub-
mit their findings to us so that the Con-
gress will be better advised and better
informed on the equal rights amend-
ment,

I have continuously favored this
amendment because I believe that on
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the basis of freedom and equality for all,
an amendment that women should not
be discriminated against in their civil
rights and their right to hold public
office is necessary, and also that what
constitutes such discrimination should
be clarified with an appropriate amend-
ment to the Constitution.

It is true that the United States was
founded on the principles of freedom
and individual liberty. And American
women under our Government have en-
joyed many privileges not accorded to
their sex in other parts of the world.
But freedom and liberty have degrees,
and in many sections of our Nation, local
and State laws have been enacted which
restrict the rights of women and to a
degree encroach upon their freedom and
liberty as individuals.

At this time when the United States
of America stands as a beacon light in
the world dedicated to the cause of
freedom and individual rights, it is es-
sential that these same rights be pro-
tected within the United States for every
citizen. And the only means by which
discrimination against women in what-
ever form it may exist and wherever it
may be found within the borders of our
Nation can be ferreted out and elimi-
nated is through enactment of the equal
rights amendment to our Constitution
which will establish that “equality un-
der the law shall not be denied or
abridged by the United States or by any
State on account of sex.”

The struggle of the American woman
for equality with the men of this coun-
try is well known. They were barred
from business and the professions.
They were not permitted to hold public
office, and were not expected to hold
opinions on affairs of state.

But the women of America were not

satisfied to accept such restrictions upon
their individual liberty, and during the
past half cenfury have made greaf
strides to achieve their goal of equality
with the men of the Nation.

Under the leadership of Susan B. An-
thony, the pioneer crusader for egual
rights, the campaign for women suf-
frage was launched, and American
women finally gained the right to vote
for ratification of the 19th amendment
to the Constitution in 1920.

Race, creed, and sex have been the rec-
ognized areas of diserimination since the
dawn of history.

1787: The Constitution was framed
under the influence of common-law,
which is the code of precedent and tra-
dition. Common law did not regard
women as persons or legal entities.

1791: The 1st amendment made dis-
crimination because of creed unlawful.

1868-70: The 14th and 15th amend-
ments made discrimination because of
race unlawful.

1920: The 19th amendment made dis-
crimination because of sex unlawful with
respect to voting. Any other discrimi-
nation because of sex is still lawful.

1923: The equal-rights amendment
was placed before Congress by Senator
Charles E. Curtis, later Vice President,
and Representative Daniel R. Anthony.

1940: The Republican Party endorsed
the amendment in its national platform
and has so continued.

13555

1942: The Senate Judiciary Commit-
tee reported the amendment favorably
and has so continued in every subsequent
Congress.

1943: The Senate Judiciary Commit-
tee, Chairman, Warren Austin, rephrased
the amendment in its present classical
form.

1944: The Democratic Party endorsed
the amendment in its national platform
and has so continued.

1945: The Senate ratified the Charter
of the United Nations, which affirms “the
equal rights of men and women.”

1946: The first vote on the amendment
was taken in the Senate. The favorable
majority vote was less than the required
two-thirds majority.

1947: At the International Conference
of American States, all 21 Republics, ex-
cept the United States of America, signed
a convention granting to women the
same civil rights enjoyed by men. Our
representative, Norman Armour, then
Assistant Secretary of State, explained
that “if the equal rights amendment were
added to the Constitution there would be
nothing of a constitutional nature to
prevent signing.”

1948: Our delegate to the United Na-
tions Economic and Social Council voted
against a resolution, carried by the votes
of nine other nations, which provided for
equal economic rights of women.

1950: The second vote on the amend-
ment was taken in the Senate. Over a
two-thirds favorable vote was cast, but
a nullifying rider had been added, pro-
posed from the floor by Senator Carn
HAYDEN,

1953: The third vote on the amend-
ment was taken, in the Senate, repeating
the vote of 1950. Again the rider, with-
out submission to the Judiciary Commit-
tee, had been added from the floor. It
was characterized by Senators of both
parties as political hypocrisy.

Mr. Chairman, I do not think it is nec-
essary to go into any more detail. I am
the author of House Joint Resolution 125
that was introduced in this Congress on
January 13, 1955, proposing equal rights
for men and women. A lot more can be
said on the subject, but, in the interest
of time, I prefer to limit the debate to
a minimum and give the House an op-
portunity to vote, and I trust you will
support my amendment,

Mr. EEATING. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in opposition to the amendment.

Mr. Chairman, I recognize the sincerity
of the gentleman from California and
the gentlewoman from New York in
advancing this amendment. Iknow that
they have for a long time been interested
in this field and have sponsored a con-
stitutional amendment to provide that
there shall be no discrimination on the
ground of sex. That is a matter that
has been before this Congress for some
time. It has been in our committee.
We held some hearings in previous Con-
gresses on the subject. It is a highly
controversial subject. There are many
strongly held views on both sides. If is
a complicated subject on its merits,
whether or not this constitutional
amendment should be adopted. It isnot
a matter that should come before us at
this time, it seems to me, and whether or
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not you favor that constitutional amend-
ment, it seems to me this particular
amendment should be opposed.

I might say to those who support that
constitutional amendment that it might
well delay the consideration of that if
this field were opened up to an investiga-
tion by this Commission. I want to
make it perfectly clear that a vietim of
diserimination on account of color, race,
religion, or national origin, whether it
be a man or woman, would be covered
by the wording of this legislation as it
stands. It would completely change the
character of this investigation if the
Commission were set up to investigate
economic pressures by reason of sex.
Unless it is the will of the House that
this Commission should go into a field of
investigation entirely foreign to that
having to do with what we have generally
spoken of as civil rights, then this
amendment should be opposed. I feel
it necessary to oppose the amendment
because of my strong conviction that it
will completely change the character of
this proposed legislation.

Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield to me?

Mr. KEATING. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Indiana.

Mr. HALLECEK. I think it should be
noted, wholly apart from the merits or
arguments one way or the other on a
matter such as presented by this amend-
ment that we have here hefore us legis~
lation dealing with a subject that has
been under consideration for a long time.
Some argue that it should have been set-
tled a long time ago. Some contend that
there should be no action on it now.

I have been here a long time and I
have seen on many and many an occa-
sion when matters of this sort have been
under consideration in committee,
amendments have been offered and have
been adopted to a point where after all
the whole purpose of the original legis-
lation is lost sight of and we wound up
getting nowhere.

So I think I may properly say at this
point that because not only will this
amendment be before us but there will be
many more, if we want to bring this leg-
islation fo passage then I think we ought
to be very, very careful about loading it
up with amendments that might ulti-
mately result in its defeat.

Mr. KEATING. Mr. Chairman, I
agree with the gentleman completely.
While I realize that this amendment is
not offered by the gentleman from Cali-
fornia for that purpose, because I under-
stand him to favor this legislation—and
the same is true of the gentlewoman of
New York [Mrs. St. GEorRGE]—I think it
will be supported in the main by those
who are against this legislation and who
are seeking to defeat it.

I urge the House not to fall for that
kind of tactics and to defeat this amend-
ment.

Mr, CELLER. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in opposition to the amendment.

Mr. Chairman, I do hope, indeed, that
the members of the majority party will
vote against this amendment, particu-
larly those who favor the general pur-
port of the bill. However, I want to say
to the very gentle lady from New York,
Mrs. KaTHARINE ST. GEORGE, that one
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could hardly consider me a misogynist,
a man who has been married for over
42 years, with children and grand-
children, all of whom are of the same
sex as the gentle lady from New York.

Mrs. ST. GEORGE. That might very
well be an excuse, I might say, for the
gentleman being a misogynist.

Mr. CELLER. I could not be a mi-
sogynist, because I have a very high and
very real affectionate regard for the
gentle lady from New York.

Of course, I agree with my distin-
guished colleague, the gentleman from
New York [Mr. Kearinc], that to load
this bill down with an amendment of this
sort would be a sort of boobytrap. It
would be a bait for the unwary. I hope
those who are in favor of the resolution
offered by the distinguished gentle-
woman from New York [Mrs. SrT.
GeorGE]l, which provides for so-called
equal rights, will not be tempted to vote
for this amendment because they are in
favor of that proposal. The one has
nothing to do with the other. It is like
mixing vinegar with water, you will get
something that will be rather disturbing
to you if you try to mix the two.

Mr. MILLER of Maryland. Mr,
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. CELLER. I yield.

Mr. MILLER of Maryland. Would the
gentleman explain why this would be a
boobytrap or why in any way it would
hurt the purposes of the legislation?

Mr. CELLER. I hate to answer that,
but I can assure the gentleman that the
Commission would be spending endless
days in hearing all the various and sun-
dry women’s organizations interested in
equal rights, and they probably might
never get to the real matter for which
they were established.

We have had this equal-rights amend-
ment before our Judiciary Committee
for many years. We have had extensive
hearings on it in the past. The Judici-
ary Committee in its wisdom saw fit not
to report out the resolution. Yet the
constitutional amendment is offered
year after year, despite those extensive
hearings. If there were such a great
sentiment in this House for the passage
of that constitutional amendment it
would be a simple matter to file a dis-
charge petition, and if all these men who
have signed something that has been
mentioned today in favor of that equal-
rights proposition wanted to do so they
could sign the discharge petition and
get the matter up before the House. But
do not try to enter by the side door, as
it were, and tag that proposal for equal
rights onto this proposition of a com-
mission.

Mr. McDONOUGH. Mr. Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. CELLER. I yield to the gentle-
man from California, the author of the
amendment.

Mr. McDONOUGH. The gentleman
just referred to this as a cumbersome
amendment.

Mr. CELLER. I did not say “cumber-
some."”

Mr. McDONOUGH. Well, “it would
not butter it up;” the gentleman used
words to that effect. Is it any more
cumbersome than the amendment sub-
mitted by the gentleman from Texas
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[Mr. Dies], that outlines the procedure
of the Commission?

Mr. CELLER. I voted against that
amendment.

Mr. McDONOUGH. Does not the rule
set down by the gentleman from Texas
[Mr. Dies] provide that investigation of
this category of citizens would not allow
everybody to be investigated?

Mr. CELLER. I do not agree with the
gentleman.

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield? ’

Mr. CELLER. I yield to the gentle-
man from Illineis.

Mr. YATES. Should it not be pointed
out that this is a temporary Commis-
sion that expires 2 years after the pas-
sage of this act?

Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. CELLER. I yield to the gentle-
man from Indiana.

Mr. HALLECK. The matter of the
so-called equal-rights amendment has
been introduced into this discussion. I
do not believe this amendment has any-
thing at all to do with the equal-rights
amendment. As I understand, the
equal-rishts amendment is supposed to
eliminate certain provisions in law that
are said to discriminate against women,
Certainly the thing that is sought to be
reached in the study of this Commission
does not involve any legal restriction
arising out of the law, but rather is
a matter of going into disecriminations
or restrictions that arise out of actions
by people in the country.

Mr. CELLER. The gentleman is op-
posed to the amendment?

Mr. HALLECK. I am opposed to the
amendment.

Mr. COLMER. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. CELLER. I yield to the gentle=
man from Mississippi.

Mr. COLMER. The gentleman made
the statement that he objected to this
on other grounds, that so much of the
time of the Commission would be taken
up in going into all this. Does the gen-
tleman think that the rights of people
as they might be affected by discrimi-
nation because of point of origin or race
or color are more sacred and worth more
than the rights of the women of this
country?

Mr. CELLER. I will answer the gen-
tleman’s question with a question: Will
the gentleman vote for the bill if it con-
tains sex?

Mr. COLMER. I am always in favor
of the rights of women.

Mr. FOGARTY. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent to extend my re-
marks at this point in the REcorp.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Rhode Island?

There was no objection.

MY SOCIAL-SECURITY PROPOSALS, 1956

Mr. FOGARTY. Mr. Chairman, great
strides have been made in recent years
in improving our social-security pro-
gram. That program, conceived and de=
veloped under a Democratic administra-
tion, has certainly proved its worth. On
that we are all agreed—even including
the majority of the Members of our
worthy minority.
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Today over 8 million persons are regu-
larly receiving their monthly social-secu-
rity benefits. Over $5 billion a year goes
to our aged persons, widows, and depend-
ent children receiving these benefits un-
der the old-age and survivors’ insurance
program. The number of beneficiaries
and amount of benefits will continue to
increase as the full effect of recent legis-
lation comes into force.

Yet, there are important changes
which still must be made in our social-
security program. The program is still
far from completion. I believe that the
Congress must make additional improve-
ments in the program in order to make
the maximum econtribution to our aged
citizens and to the widows and children
wha are left without a father. Among
the measures which I am supporting in
Congress to accomplish this objective
are the following:

First, the payment of social-security
benefits to all insured persons prior to
age 65 who become permanently and
totally disabled. I believe that the man
or woman who has contributed to social
security and becomes so disabled that he
or she cannot work any more should be
eligible to draw social-security benefits
irrespective of age. For example, an
individual who became permanently dis-
abled at age 50 should be able to start
drawing benefits as soon as he or she
had met the eligibility conditions as a
disabled person, I do not believe there
should be any arbitrary age limitation
imposed by the Congress for such bene-
fits. The young working man or woman,
age 30 or 40, needs such protection just
as much as the man or woman, age 50
or 60, who becomes disabled. I shall do
everything within my power to see that
the disabled person gets a fair break
under the social-security law.

Second, I believe the eligiblity age for
all men and women should be reduced
to 60 years. A year ago, on March 1,
1955, I introduced in the House of Repre-
sentatives, a bill, H. R. 4517, for that
purpose. This change would retain the
voluntary character of the retirement
program. It would not require that an
individual retire at age 60; only that he
would be permitted to draw his full bene-
fit at that age if he elected to retire.
I am convinced that this would be a
great boon to thousands of older peo-
ple, who at the present time are pre-
cluded from drawing benefits until age
65.

Third, as a part of my program I pro-
pose that individuals who postpone their
retirement after age 65 should receive an
increase in their benefit for each year
they delay their retirement. Buch a de-
layed retirement credit would recog-
nize that many individuals who con-
tinue working after age 656 are making
an important financial contribution to
the social-security system and to the
economy, as a whole. Thus, an individ-
ual otherwise eligible to a social-security
benefit of $100 a month would be entitled
to receive $110 a month if he retired
at age 70 or $114 a month if he retired
at age 72, This would be fair and
equitable to all.

Fourth, I believe that social-security
benefits should be increased for all bene-
ficiaries particularly for aged widows.
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At the present time, if a man has re-
tired and he and his wife are drawing
social-security benefits of $150 a month,
the widow, upon the man’s death, is en-
titled to receive only $75 a month. This
is because the widow receives 75 percent
of the man’s benefit—that is, one-half
of their combined benefit. I believe this
proportion should be increased from 75
percent to 100 percent so that in the
case I have just cited, the widow’s bene-
fit would be increased from $75 a month
to $100. This would greatly aid widows.

Fifth, I believe that both the minimum
and maximum social-security benefits
should be increased as part of a general
benefit increase. I especially believe that
the maximum benefit of $108.50 & month
for an insured worker is too low. I
believe the maximum benefit should be
increased to at least $158.50 by increas-
ing the maximum wage which can be
credited under the program from $350
a month to $600 a month. This would
permit a retired man and wife at age
60 to draw a maximum benefit of $237.75
a month. I would also increase the max-
imum family benefit from the present
$200 a month to $300 a month. This
would be of particular benefit to a widow
with several young children.

Finally, I believe existing benefits are
too low to permit most social-security
beneficiaries to provide adequately for
their hospitalization and medical bills.
We should, therefore, extend hospitali-
zation and medical-care insurance to all
social-security beneficiaries.

As you know, Mr. Chairman, I have
strongly supported the provisions of
H. R. 7225 to extend the old-age and sur-
vivors insurance program to most of
those who are not now covered, to those
who become prematurely disabled, and
to women at the age of 62 or even 60.

Thus far, Mr. Chairman, the social-
security program has been too rigid. It
has tended to force all people into a
single pattern of retirement and eligibil-
ity at the single age of 656. This, I sub=
mit, has been unjust for it fails to recog-
nize the basic differences among people—
differences in their rates of aging, in
their health, in their social ecircum-
stances, and in their personal desires.
It is for this reason, Mr. Chairman, that
I have so strongly urged the passage of
the liberalizing amendments to the so-
cial-security program.

The administration has objected to
these amendments on the grounds that
the social-security tax would have to be
raised in order to pay for them and that
our workers would not support even a
small increase. This, I believe, Mr.
Chairman, is a wholly specious argument.

These changes in our social-security
program are vitally necessary. They are
practical and realistic. They would
strengthen the existing program and re-
tain all the essential features of the
contributory wage-related program with
benefits payable as a matter of legal
rights.

I shall continue to do everything pos-
sible to urge that the Congress adopt
these amendments. We have made
many important improvements in so-
cial securify. The amendments I am
advocating and supporting will improve
the program for all Americans. Of more

13557

importance, it will help to ease the erush-
ing burden already being felt by too
many thousands of our people.

Mrs. KELLY of New York., Mr. Chair-
man, I move to strike out the last two
words.

Mr. Chairman, I speak for four women
on the Democratic side of the aisle; the
gentlewomen from Missouri, from Min-
nesota, from Oregon, and from New
York [Mrs. SurLivaN, Mrs. KNUTSON,
Mrs. GrReeN], and myself.

‘We are opposed to this amendment be-
cause we feel that women are included
in the general terms, race, color, and
creed. The addition of sex is super-
fluous. This amendment will destroy the
real purpose of this bill and will lead
to its defeat.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentleman
from California [Mr. McDoNoUGH].

The question was taken; and the
Chairman being in doubt, the Committee
divided and there were—ayes 121, noes
71.

Mr. KEATING.
mand tellers.

Tellers were ordered, and the Chair-
man appointed as tellers Mr. McDONOUGH
and Mr, CELLER.

The Committee again divided, and the
tellers reported that there were—ayes
115, noes 83,

So the amendment was agreed to.

Mr. VINSON. Mr, Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent to extend my re-
marks at this point in the ReEcorp.

Mr. CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Georgia?

There was no objection,

Mr. VINSON., Mr. Chairman, because
I am sadly expecting, at any moment, to
receive word of the death of my brother,
it may not be possible for me to be here
when the final vote is taken on H. R. 627.
But I cannot leave the House of Repre-
sentatives without placing in the REcorp
my views on H. R. 627, which carries the
misnomer of a “civil rights” bill.

I want the Recorp to show clearly and
unequivocally that were I present when
the votes are taken on this legislative
monstrosity, I would vote to recommit
the bill to the Committee on the Judici-
ary, and if the bill is not recommitted, I
would vote an emphatic “no” against
final passage.

I have listened to much of the debate
on this measure, and I have read the
Recorp. If it were possible to remove
politics, emotions, and sectionalism from
the minds of the Members of the House,
there is no question in my mind that this
bill not only would be overwhelmingly
defeated, it would never have been re-
ported by the Committee on the Judi-
ciary.

The bill is divided into four parts.
The first part creates a commission that
should be classified as a snooping com-
mission, whose prinecipal function seems
to be that of destroying the last vestiges
of the powers reserved to the States.

It envisions the creation for the next 2
years of what is equivalent to a court of
inquiry with full FFederal power if it so
desires to pry into the affairs of every
citizen of the United States, every busi-
ness and every State of the Union. Its

Mr. Chairman, I de-
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jurisdiction is practically unlimited and
its powers are practically unlimited.

This Commission would be created for
the sole purpose of federalizing every
conceivable economie, social, and legal
institution in the United States of
America.

I would assume, therefore, that if a
farmer employs a white man to help him
on his farm, he can be subpenaed by the
Commission and required to come to
Washington to explain why he hired a
white man in an area where there were
unemployed Negroes.

Or take another example. If a restau-
rant employs colored waiters, I would as-
sume that the owner could be required
to show cause why the assistant manager
is not colored.

If a Chinese laundry employs no one
but those of oriental origin, I am sure
the owner could be required to produce
his records, including those he writes in
Chinese, to answer charges that he is
discriminating against those of Eskimo
origin, or any other race.

Perhaps of even greater significance is
the potential authority contained in this
bill with regard to the Commission’s
right to inquire into the entire educa-
tional system in existence in the Nation.

As I interpret this bill, the Commis-
sion could subpena all the records of a
private school, including a church school,
and subject that school to a searching in-
quiry as to why that school denied ad-
mission to any individual because of his
race, color, or creed. No school, private,
publie, or denominational, would be be-
yond the reaches of the Commission.

Is this what was meant by our Found-
ing Fathers when they forever guaran-
teed to the American people the right to
have religious freedom?

But not satisfied with just creating a
Commission, the bill also provides for an
additional Attorney General who will be
in charge of a civil rights division. Ap-
parently his sole function from the day
he is appointed, should the Nation ever
be unfortunate enough to see this legis-
lation enacted, will be to enforce, with
or without the consent of a plaintiff, his
idea of what constitutes a violation of
an individual's civil rights.

Part III of the bill gives the Attorney
General the right to bring a civil action
to protect the so-called rights of any-
one who has a complaint., And part IV
deals with the right to vote.

There is little doubt that this bill is
o dagger pointed at the heart of the
South.

Today it is the South; tomorrow it will
be the West; the next day it will be the
North, and then the East.

As I see it, the bill has in it the be-
ginning of the end of organized labor,
for any union whose views differ from
that of the Attorney General might well
find themselves subpenaed to death.
They would be accused of denying equal
protection of the laws to every crack-
pot who wishes to bring a legal action.

Lawsuits which could involve hun-
dreds of millions of dollars in costs can
be brought against any labor union in
the United States under this bill.

If it becomes law, it would give the
Federal Government the power to de-
stroy any citizen, any corporation, any
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business—big or small—any political
subdivision, any labor union, and I will
even go so far as to say, any organization
in the country.

So I would say to those of you who
insist upon this type of legislation, be-
ware that the club you use does not turn
upon you.

You are planting an insidious and can-
cerous growth of complete Federal domi-
nation in the hands of a small group.

You had better think of the conse-
quences to your children, and your chil-
dren’s children, before you go on record
in favor of legislation that in my opinion
will do more to destroy the foundations
of this Republic as we know it, and as
designed by the Founding Fathers, than
anything we have ever previously con-
sidered.

For those of you who have faith in our
institutions; for those of you who take
pride in quoting our Founding Fathers;
for those of you who believe that the
Federal Government was created on the
basis of delegated powers: for those of
you who fear a strong central govern-
ment; for those of you who have read
the history of the world and the rise of
despotism; for those of you who would
preserve this great Nation as bequeathed
to us by our forefathers—beware of the
dangers that lie in this bill.

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
from New York [Mr. Horrzman] may
extend his remarks at this point in the
REcorp.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
New York?

There was no objection.

Mr. HOLTZMAN. Mr. Chairman, I
would like to take this opportunity to say
a few words about the civil-rights
program.

We have before us in the House at the
present time a very moderate civil-rights
bill, which will provide more adequate
protection of the rights of the individual
which are guaranteed to all American
citizens by our Constitution.

I believe that it has been amply dem-
onstrated during the course of general
debate that no new extremes have been
advocated by this bill. Rather, the bill
merely makes more certain that these
rights will be enjoyed by all, regardless
of race, creed, color, or national origin.
Our country was founded on the prin-
ciple that all men are created equal,
and this legislation reflects our belief
in that principle, and would strengthen
the efforts of the Federal Government
and the Congress to accomplish that
objective.

In an effort to insure that no ecitizen
is deprived of his civil rights, it has been
recommended that a Commission on Civil
Rights be created. The bill also calls
for the creation of a special division
within the Department of Justice to
handle civil rights matters; it gives the
courts increased powers to deal with
civil rights cases, and it provides added
protection to the right to vote.

As elected representatives of the peo-
ple, we must discharge our responsibili-
ties to all the people, not to just one
segment of the population. I believe that
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this legislation is in the best interests
of the country as a whole, and I feel
that it will be a definite step forward
in the fight against discrimination, and
in our efforts to uphold the dignity of
all men.

Mrs. BLITCH. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike out the last word.

Mr. Chairman, a few moments ago, the
gentlewoman from New York [Mrs,
Keiry] spoke for four Democratic wo=
men Members on the floor. I know she
certainly did not intend to include me.
I want the Recorp to show that the lady
from New York [Mrs. KerLy]l was not
speaking for me, and further that I voted
“aye” and support the amendment at
this point.

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr.
Chairman, I move to strike out the last
word.

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr.
Chairman, a little while ago someone
asked from the floor: “What is the pur-
pose of the bill?” Of course, the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary knows more
about the real purpose than do the in-
dividual Members, at least more than
I do. ButI can venture a guess, if I am
permitted.

As I have listened to the debate I have
reached the conclusion that the Repub-
licans have been supporting it mainly—
joined by some Democrats from the
North—because they thought it would
be helpful—that is in addition to their
sincere and intense desire to give every-
one equality before the law on the politi=
cal front—because of their thought that
the Republican Party for the first time in
a long, long time might be able—or at
least aid—to get a majority of the
colored votes at the November election.
I know that some Democrats from the
North have been supporting the bill in an
effort to prevent that—to try to take
away the advantage that the Republi-
cans might get if the bill came ouf as a
Republican measure. That is to say,
while the purpose of those who support
the bill—and I cannot vote for it—goes
on that high plane of equality under
the law is to—— ;

Mr. PELLY. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr, HOFFMAN of Michigan. I yield.

Mr. PELLY. Does not the gentleman
know that a great many of us who are
interested in civil rights have been right
from the start of this session trying to
get legislation like this? We have not
been thinking about what you are im-
pugning to us.

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Cer=
tainly I know that. There are those
who have always believed in this type of
legislation. That is their right. Cer-
tainly I am not questioning that right. I
am not impugning the motives of any-
one. Nor am I questioning the right of
my colleagues. To do so would be absurd
as well as insulting.

But, incidentally, some folks expect—
you don't think I know what I am talk-
ing about? Some Republicans expect we
will as a party get the support of colored
voters at the polls in November because
of the enactment of this bill. You can
challenge that statement or not. I am
not critical of anyone or saying even in-
directly that trying to get political sup=~
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port is unethical. But can there be any
other reason for bringing it up at this
late date, at this particular time?

Is there any Member of this House who
believes for one minute this bill is going
through the other body? 1Is there? No
one makes answer. No, there is not. So
why is it here now if it is not because of
the fact we hope to get a little political
advantage by voting for it? That is my
question. That is what I would like to
know.

And then another thing. In the title it
is stated that the purpose is to protect
the rights of all persons. Note well that
word persons. That word includes
everybody. It is all inclusive. But later
comes the section to protect the right of
only those who fall into one of four
groups. No individual who is denied the
right to vote is protected unless the
denial is because of race, color, religion
or origin. Why limit the so desirable
protection? If the bill is an effort to get
equality before the law for everyone,
why write in those four qualifications:
Race, color, creed or origin? Why put
those limiting qualifications? The sec-
tion is a limitation upon the general pur=
pose of the bill.

Then we have in the bill a provision to
protect the individual who is unjustly
diseriminated against by economic pres-
sure. Why limit the protection—re-
striet the protection, of those subjected
to economic pressure, to members of the
four groups? Discriminated against for
what reason? Again only because of
race, color, creed, or origin. Why limit
it if we want to protect everyone? If
we want protection for all persons; as
is the stated purpose of the bill? I ask
someone to tell us here before we vote
on it this afternoon why this limitation
to members of those four groups. Sup-
pose the oppression is because of red
hair? Blue eyes? Age? Lack of teeth?

As someone has asked earlier, What is
the use of having the right to vote if one
cannot eat? But the amendment offered
by the gentleman from California [Mr.
Jacxson] was ruled not germane. That
decision I question.

And someone else said that ever since
Adam and Eve were driven out of the
Garden of Eden unless they were theives
or the recipients of charity people have
had to work if they wanted to eat. If
they desired to live. Is not that true?
Why, of course. So why attempt to pro-
tect only those who are discriminated
against because of one of those four
things? Assume we all believe in equal
protection under law. Does not the bill
because of its restriction carry political
implication?

What else does the bill do? It opens
wide the deors of the courts of the United
States to every individual who wants to
make a complaint. Is there any more
fertile field for blackmail that would be
opened when we make it possible—make
it easy—to threaten me with litigation if
I do something which someone regards
as diserimination to take the matter to
the Attorney General or the United
States district attorney in my district
and go into the Federal court in some
lawsuit? And if the complainant can-
not get a lawyer because he is too poor
all he has to do to start a lawsuit because
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of some fancied denial of some claimed
right—is to go to the United States dis-
trict attorney. This bill opens the door
to every Tom, Dick, and Harry, Mary,
Jane, and Sue to go to the Attorney Gen-
eral or some United States district at-
torney to file a lawsuit in the United
States distriet court in the name of the
United States and at the expense of the
United States.

The bill—mo matter how laudable its
purpose—opens wide the door to oppres-
sion, blackmail, and a denial of equality.
It is an invitation to harassment by
busybodies, professional meddlesome
busybodies, eager beavers whose occupa-
tion is that of stirring up trouble and
strife.

Mr. DOWDY. Mr. Chairman, I offer
an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Page 21, line 12, after the word “religion”
insert the word “age.”

Mr. DOWDY. Mr. Chairman, I offer
this amendment on behalf of us older
Members of Congress as well as all of the
older people in the United States, over
40 years of age. You and I have had
lots of complaints from people who are
getting over 35 or 40 or 45 years of age
about the impossibility of getting em-
ployment. I do not know for sure what
“unwarranted economic  pressures”
means here in this bill. That phrase
should be defined somewhere in the bill.
I am going to assume perhaps it means
“the ability to obtain employment.”

I am not going to talk long on this
amendment because I think “age” is ob-
viously a matter that should be added to
this bill just like sex was heretofore
added. We will then actually have
something for this Commission to go into
when it is created. It can investigate
unwarranted economic pressures being
applied to people over 35 to 40 years of
age so they cannot get a job and make a
living.

I cannot see any justification for this
bill myself, but these Members who are
supporting it I know represent the people
of the States from which they come—
New York, Illinois and other places.
They know whether their State govern-
ments are able to take care of the gov-
erning of those people in the States. I
know in Texas our people are intelligent
and can govern themselves. In some of
the other States maybe they are not able
to. However, the Members who repre-
sent those States in Congress know bet-
ter about their own people than I do.
I know this about the people of Texas—
we believe in the right to govern our-
selves in our own State and our own
communities, and you insult us when you
infer we are not intelligent enough to
do so, and try to create this gestapo to
control us. There are people of other
States who feel the same way we do.

If we are going to have a bill at all
certainly age should be one of the things
that is protected against unwarranted
economic pressures. I still think that
phrase should be defined for the benefit
of anybody who tries to interpret this
bill or its purposes.

Mr. ANDREWS. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. DOWDY. I yield to the gentle-
man from Alabama.
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Mr. ANDREWS. I want to congratu-
late the gentleman for offering this
amendment and to say I am heartily in
favor of it. I think there are more
justifiable complaints of diserimination
because of age in this country than there
is because of religion, race or origin.

Mr. DOWDY. And all of them put
together.

Mr. ANDREWS. The gentleman is
correct. I want to commend the gen-
tleman for representing the older people
of this country. I am sure that the true
facts will show that many people, both
male and female, colored and white, of
all religions and faiths, have been dis-
criminated against because of age and
solely because of age. I want to com-
mend the genileman for offering the
amendment.

Mr. DOWDY. Ithank the gentleman.
I believe every liberal in this House will
have to vote for this amendment, We
have the question of additional social
security and all that, and they should
be for this.

Mr. ANDREWS. Those who formerly
advocated the so-called Townsend plan
through the years should also favor the
gentleman’s amendment.

Mr. DIES. On behalf of the liberals,
we will accept the gentleman’s amend-
ment., I heartily endorse the gentle-
man’s amendment. He is rendering a
great service.

Mrs. GREEN of Oregon. Mr. Chair=
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr., DOWDY. I yield to the gentle-
woman from Oregon.

Mrs. GREEN of Oregon. I have a 14-
year-old boy who sometimes complains
about economic pressure from his family.
Would the gentleman’s amendment
allow him to go to the Attorney General
and make a complaint?

Mr. DOWDY. I think it would.
Every citizen would be able to go to the
Attorney General and make a complaint,
under this bill as written—in fact they
wouldn’t even have to go to him. He
would take up the matter without being
asked. You see, this bill would repeal
and override the Bill of Rights in our
Constitution.

Mr. TUMULTY. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. DOWDY. I yield to the gentle-
man from New Jersey.

Mr. TUMULTY,. I wonder if the gen-
tleman would consider a limitation on
the proposition of size? I have been dis-
criminated against all my adult life.
My wife has to get a scooter in order to
press my shirts, and it costs me more to
live. I have trouble in the ball park
sometfime. I got up to go out of the ball
park last week and I was in another
woman’s lap.

Mr. DOWDY. I would support an
?.mendment to protect you, if you offer
b.

Mr. LANHAM. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. DOWDY. I yield to the gentle-
man from Georgia.

Mr. LANHAM. I think all men are
discriminated against and they ought to
be included. I think they should be in-
cluded as well as the women.

Mr. DOWDY. The gentleman is cor-
rect.
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Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. DOWDY. I yield to the gentle-
man from Mississippi.

Mr. WHITTEN. The gentlelady
raised the question about whether her
14-year-old son could come to the At-
torney General and have him institute
suit. If I read the bill correctly, no one
has to go to the Attorney General, but he
may anticipate an act based on his own
belief about the rights of people who have
no idea that their rights are being in-
fringed upon. So, the son would not
even have to go.

Mr. DOWDY. Yes, and under the
provisions of this bill, if the Attorney
General thinks you are about to do some-
thing, or that you are thinking about do-
ing something, he can take action against
you.

Mr. WHITTEN. That is as I under-
stand it.

Mr. CELLER, Mr. Chairman, I rise in
opposition to the amendment.

Mr. Chairman, the gentleman says he
sees no justification for the bill, and
therefore, I take it, he will vote against
the bill. It is rather strange that he is
s0 solicitious in offering the amendment,
and I would say that his offering does
not come with any good grace, because
he means to kill the bill. And it is quite
manifest that many of those who have
indicated favorable disposition to the
amendment are the very ones who want
to scuttle the bill. The opponents want
the bill so loaded up with extraneous
maftters, such as age, that the Commis-
sion would be sorely put to consider all
these diverse subjects, much less to come
to any sort of a recommendation to be
made to the President, and the whole
purpose of the bill will have been de-
stroyed. Finally, I say that those who
have been treating this matter rather
lightly are those who scoff, but someday
may have to come to pray.

Mr, KEATING. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike out the last word.

Mr. Chairman, it seems to me we have
reached the point in our deliberations
where we had better face up to the facts.
This amendment is offered for the pur-
pose of destroying this bill and scuttling
it, killing it; loading it up with amend-
ments that are unacceptable, for the
purpose of defeating it. I do not ascribe
any improper motives to any Member.
There are many here who differ with me
about this legislation. They are per-
fectly entitled to take any point of view
they want to. The result of this bill is
not going to affect my political fortunes
one way or the other. I say thisin the
finest of spirits to all of my colleagues,
we better face up to the facts, and that
is that the method of defeating this leg-
islation, it is now perfectly apparent, is
by putting in amendments which sound
plausible. You are pictured as being for
or against old people, depending upon
your vote on this amendment, just the
same as the last one, whether you are
for or against women. Now, I am for
women and I am for old people and I am
for young people and for all kinds of
other people, but that is not the problem
before us. The problem before us to-
day—and I address myself to those on
both sides of the aisle in the hope, of
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course, that I will have a little more ap-
peal to those of my own party—is
whether we are going to support an ef-
fort to defeat this bill. I appeal to my
colleagues not to lend themselves to that
effort which is now so apparent and to
vote against these amendments which
are offered for the purpose of seeking to
defeat the bill. The test will come on
these amendments whether or not you
favor moderate and constructive legis-
lation for the protection of the civil
rights of our citizens. I favor this bill
because I believe in it, and I shall oppose
amendments which seek to kill the hill.

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike out the last word.

Mr. Chairman, I agree with those who
oppose this amendment, that it would
defeat some of the purposes of this bill,
though I shall vote for the amendment,
If this amendment is adopted, it will
keep this bill from being clearly directed
toward minority groups, because this
amendment would make it have general
application just as the amendment on
sex would do.

However, I take this time to ecall to
your attention an amendment which I
have at the desk, which I am afraid I
might be cut off on and not be able to
explain when it is presented, due to
maybe debate being limited. But, hav-
ing listened to the debate, I think it is
quite clear that if this bill became law,
the greatest danger that the people of
the country would have in regard to their
civil rights being interfered with or taken
from them would come from what was
done by the Attorney General of the
United States. I, therefore, have at the
desk an amendment which would give
the people some chance to protect them-
selves from the Attorney General if he
exercised the rights given him under this
bill. I have very carefully used that
language that is in the bill itself with
regard to the authority given the Attor-
ney General. My amendment—and I
am utterly serious in it—is as follows:

Whenever any private individual believes
the Attorney General or any representative
of the Federal Government has engaged or
is about to engage in any of the actions or
practices authorized in this act, such pri-
vate individual may institute for the United
States or in the name of the United States,
but for the real party in interest, a clyil
action or other proper procedure for redress
or preventive relief, including an application
for a permanent or temporary injunction,
restraining or other order. In any proceed-
ing hereunder the United States shall be
liable for costs the same as a private person.

May I repeat, this bill permits the At-
torney General in the name of the United
States to anticipate a violation of the
rights of somebody and to go into court
without the approval of that person.
My amendment would let any person
who could see that the Attorney General
was fixing to drag somebody into court,
or who anticipated that he was beginning
to attempt or beginning to engage in cer-
tain action, to go into court and sue out
a restraining order against the Attorney
General from violating the rights of our
citizens,

If you really want to protect the rights
of the citizens of this country, the place
you must start, so far as this bill is con-
cerned, is to adopt my amendment and
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let the private citizen have the right to
go into court and restrain the Attorney
General.

THE CIVIL RIGHTS ACT OF 1956 A MISNOMER

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr.
Chairman, I ask unanimous consent to
extend my remarks at this point in the
RECORD.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Michigan?

There was no objection.

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr.
Chairman, it has long been recognized
that the best form of government is that
which exercises the least control over
the people,

This is true because, as the powers of
government are increased and exercised,
the rights of the individual are lessened
and circumscribed.

Our forefathers recognized these facts
when they wrote the Constitution. In
the 10th amendment they expressly pro-
vided that—

The powers not delegated to the United
States by the Constitution nor prohibited by
it to the States, are reserved to the States
respectively, or to the pecple.

Their knowledge of history and their
experience in the countries from which
they came convinced them that, even
though the ever-expanding authority
granted the Federal Government was ex-
ercised by the people’s representatives,
few indeed would or could resist the
temptation to extend their power over
their fellow men. >

Because of our increase in population,
in the ever-expanding area occupied by
our people, and more especially because
of the diversity of our activities and the
astronomical increase in our productiv-
ity, our wealth and fields of endeavor, an
ever greater extension of Government,
both local and national, has been
grasped and exercised by the legislative
and executive departments,

This bill—and like all others, I but
express an opinion—is unnecessary.

" We have ample laws protecting our
citizens and others who reside with us.

If the civil rights of individuals or any
appreciable number of our people are
disregarded, it is because those charged
with the enforcement of our present laws
either do not wish to enforce them or
their efforts to implement the enforce-
ment are not supported by the people.

Before discussing the provisions of the
bill, let us for a moment be realistic.
Permit me to ask a few questions.

Is it true that legislation of this type
has been introduced and pushed to the
floor of the House at this time by so-
called “liberals” in both parties to gain
the support of minority groups in the
cities?

Do the Republicans of New York City,
Chicago, Philadelphia, Pittsburgh, De-
troit, the Midwest and the western cifies,
in which reside a large number of Ne-
groes, hope to gain support at the polls
by the enactment of this legislation?

Do the Democrats hope to thwart that
swing to the Republican Party by prov-
ing by the passage of this bill that the
Democrat Party, now in control of the
House, can be trusted to protect and
maintain the rights of the minority?
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The questions are not eritical. They
are asked in an effort to show that the
bill earries political implications as well
as whatever desire there may be to se-
cure equality for certain groups in cer=-
tain activities.

Does anyone believe that when the
bill receives, as presumably it will, the
endorsement of the House, it will be ap-
proved by the other body?

THE BILL

The title of the bill states that it is
a bill “To provide means of further se-
curing and protecting the civil rights of
persons within the jurisdiction of the
United States.” It would lead one to
believe that it is an effort to secure for,
and to insure all the civil rights guaran-
teed by the Constitution and our laws
to, persons within the jurisdiction of
the United States.

That, however, is not the fact. Bou-
vier's Law Dictionary, Rawle’s Third Re-
vision, defines “civil rights” as:

The term applied to certain rights secured
to citizens of the United States by the 13th
and 14th amendments to the Constitution
and by various acts of Congress made in pur-
suance thereof.!

PREVIOUS LEGISLATION

Title 42 of the United States Code
deals with the public health and welfare.
Chapter 21 of that title deals with civil
rights,

Section 1981 declares that “all persons
within the jurisdiction of the United
States shall have the same right in every
State and Territory to make and enforce
contracts, to sue, be parties, give evi-
dence; and to the full and equal benefit
of all laws and proceedings for the se-
curity of persons and property as is en-
joyed by white citizens, and shall be
subject to like punishment, pains, penal-
ties, taxes, licenses, and exactions of
every kind, and to no other.”

A subsequent section declares that all
citizens shall have the same property
rights.

Section 1983 makes available to any
person deprived of such a right an action
at law, suit in equity, or other proper
proceeding for redress.

The next section provides that any
case arising under the action in the
courts of the United States shall be re-
viewable by the United States Supreme
Court without regard to the sum in con-
troversy.

Section 1985 makes it an offense for
two or more persons to conspire to pre-
vent by force, intimidation, or threat,
the exercise of the rights referred to.

Section 1986 states that any person
who, having power to prevent or aid
in preventing a violation of the act, neg-
lects or refuses to do so, if such wrong-
ful act be committed, shall be liable to

1By the term “‘clvil rights,” in its broader
sense, is meant those rights which are the
outgrowth of civilization, which arise from
the needs of civil as distinguished from
barbaric communities, and are given, de-
fined, and circumscribed by such positive
laws, enacted by such communities as are
necessary to the maintenance of organized
government, and comprehend all rights
which civilized communities undertake, by
the enactment of positive laws, to prescribe,
abridge, protect, and enforce. (Byers v. Sun
Savings Bank (139 Pacific 948).)
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the party injured or his legal represent-
ative for all damages caused by such
wrongful act, which such individual by
reasonable diligence could have pre-
vented.

A provision of the present law—sec-
tion 1987 of title 42, United States Code—
authorizes the United States attorneys
and certain other Federal officials at the
expense of the United States “to in-
stitute prosecutions against all persons
violating any of the provisions of section
1880 of title 42 or of sections 5506-5516
and 5518-5532 of the Revised Statutes,
and to cause such persons to be arrested,
and imprisoned or bailed, for trial” be-
fore the Federal courts.

But, so far as I have been able to learn,
no action is authorized to be instituted in
behalf of or “for the benefit of the real
party in interest.”

This bill, by sections 121 and 131—
pages 24-26—grants authority to the At-
torney General to institute for the
United States or in the name of the
United States and at the expense of the
United States, but for the benefit of the
real party in interest, a civil action either
to enjoin an act forbidden by the statute
or to provide redress for a violation of
that act.

While the previous statute authorized
prosecutions for a conspiracy to interfere
with civil rights—preventing officer from
performing duties and depriving persons
of rights or privileges—this bill adds two
new sections: a fourth to section 1985,
United States Code, which opens wide
the door to individuals who may hope to
gain some pecuniary benefit by filing
charges with the Attorney General or his
deputies; and a fifth section added to
the same section 1985, which confers jur-
isdiction upon the district courts of the
United States to entertain such actions.

Under present holdings of the Supreme
Court, it may well be contended that this
section might deprive citizens of any
right to institute action in the State
courts for acts which constituted a viola-
tion of sections 1985 and 1986, and for
which therefore a civil remedy existed,
although section 1988 of title 42 would
seem to preserve the rights of individuals
to bring suit in the State courts.

A NEW AUTHORITY

This bill creates a Commission of six
to implement the bill and provides for
their compensation.

Long in both parties there has been
a faction which opposed an extension of
the power of the Federal Government,
which demanded economy in that Gov-
ernment.

Why then establish a new commission
which, from our experience, we know
will grow in number of officials and em-
ployees and in cost as long as it may
exist?

Section 103 (a) states that:

The Commission shall—

(1) investigate the allegations that cer-
tain citizens of the United States are being
deprived of their right to vote or are being
subjected to unwarranted economic pres-
sures by reason of thelr color, race, religion,
or national origin;

(2) study and collect information con-
cerning economie, soclal, and legal develop-
ments constituting & denial of equal protec-
tion of the laws under the Constitution; and
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. (3) appraise the laws and policles of the
Federal Government with respect to equal
protection of the laws under the Constitu-
tion.

That the bill is limited in its scope, po-
litical in its nature, is shown by the fact
that it is designed to protect only those
who are deprived of the right to vote or
who are being subjected to unwarranted
economic pressures by reason of their
color, race, religion, or national origin.

The bill makes no attempt to protect
those who are deprived of the right to
vote or who are being subjected to un-
warranted economic pressure unless the
reason for the deprivation or for the
pressure is because of the color, race, re-
ligion, or national origin of the individual
so discriminated against.

If one is deprived of his right to vote
for any reason other than because of his
color or his race or his religion or his
national origin, he gets absolutely na
protection under this bill.

That subsection and the words just
quoted are proof, if any were needed, that
the purpose of the bill is political rather
than remedial.

There is little or no complaint that in-
dividuals have been deprived either of
the right to vote or have been subjected
to unwarranted economic pressure be-
cause of their relizious views or of their
national origin.

Subsections 2 and 3 merely provide
for a study and collection of information
and an appraisal of economic, social, and
legal developments which deny equal
protection of our laws and the appraisal
of the laws and policies of the Federal
Government with respect to equal pro-
tection of those laws under the Consti-
tution.

THE BILL DOES NOT PROTECT ALL CIVIL RIGHTS

Part IV seems to have been drawn to
protect the right to vote.

Under section 2, article I, of the Con-
stitution, ‘‘the electors in each State
shall have the qualifications requisite
for electors of the most numerous
branch of the State legislature.”

Section 1971, title 42, of the United
States Code, now provides that—

All citizens of the United States who are
otherwise gualified by law to vote at any
election by the people in any State, Territory,
district, county, city, parish, township, school
district, municipality, or other territorial
subdivision, shall be entitled and allowed to
vote at all such elections, without distine-
tion of race, color, or previous condition of
servitude; any constitution, law, custom,
usage, or regulation of any State or Terri-
tory, or by or under its authority, to the
contrary notwithstanding.

Section 131, paragraph (b), of part IV,
of this bill, among other things, provides
for three new subsections. All three are
designed to make secure the rights of the
individual to vote as he may choose.

Beyond doubt, the right to vote as one
may choose lies at the very foundation
of our Government. However, there is
another right that is just as important.
The right to vote is of little practical
use unless the one choosing to exercise
it is able to eat.

The originators and the sponsors of
this legislation, one of the principal ob-
jectives of which is to preserve the right
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to vote, have, either by design or inad-
vertently, carefully avoided—or shall we
say, neglected—any provision which will
protect the right to work. The prospec-
tive voter who is prevented from working
to earn a livelihood, if his right to a job
is long denied, will lose interest in the
right to vote. His first objective will be
to earn the money to furnish food for
himself and those dependent upon him.

Recently we read of workers in Poland
rioting not for the right to vote but for
bread.

Why is it that here in the United States
of America, where apparenitly we are so
jealous of the rights of certain minority
groups, we are so blind to the fact that
others in control of certain organizations
have usurped the power of the local,
State, and Federal Governments to levy
taxes not only directed upon their mem-
bers but indirectly upon consumers?

To my desk within the week came a
protest from members of one of the na-
tional educational societies protesting
the move on the part of the officers of
that organization to increase the dues of
the members from $5 to $10 per year.
Not long ago many protests were coming
in against the action of certain labor
unions raising the dues from $2.50 to
$7.50 per month, and that without a
vote of the membership.

The bill, by subsection (¢) of section
131, part IV, provides that, when any
person has engaged or is about to engage
in any act or practice which would de-
prive any other person of his voting
right, or takes certain other action which
would interfere with the right of one
to vote for or against, and conirary to
his own will, any candidate for a Federal
office, the Attorney General may insti-
tute for the benefit of the real party in
interest a civil or other proceeding for
redress or preventive relief. If the ac-
tion be not sustained, costs may be as-
sessed against the United States.

The net result of these provisions is
to make it possible for any individual who
can gain the approval of the Attorney
General to “for free” start an action for
damages in the name of the United
States against any individual or group of
individuals who he claims have unlaw-
fully deprived him of his right to vote.

Permit a repetition. The bill does not
attempt to make available the right to
vote where one is deprived of that right
for any reason other than that he is of
a certain color, race, religion, or national
origin.

Nor does it attempt to protect anyone
from unwarranted cconomic pressure
unless that pressure be exerted because
of his color, race, religion, or national
origin.

It is a matter of common knowledge
that in many a labor organization an
individual member is deprived of his
right to vote because of violence or the
threat of viclence or expulsion from a
union.

It is a matter of common knowledge
that many an individual is subject to
unwarranted ecofiomic pressure not be-
cause of his color, race, religion, or na-
tional origin, but because he has not
joined a labor organization or because he
does not pay the initiation fee, the dues,
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and the special assessment levied by that
organization.

It is a matter of common knowledge
that many a member of a union has been
deprived of his property, that is, wel=-
fare funds, has been subjected to un-
warranted economic pressure, that is, de-
prived of his job, not because of any rea-
son carried in this bill but solely because
he has failed to join a certain organiza-
tion, pay the dues, and special assess-
ments levied by that organization upon
its membership.

Permit me to ask why no provision is
written in this bill granting protection
to the civil rights of the individuals re-
ferred to above? }

If we wish to protect the right of the
individual to work, to earn a livelihood
for himself and his family—and it may
be assumed that that is a civil right—
how come the bill does not contain a pro-
vision that no one shall be deprived of
his right to work or shall be subjected
to economic pressure because of his
membership or lack of membership in
any organization?

The bill confers certain powers upon
the Commission, authorizes the appro-
priation of an unlimited sum to carry
out the provisions of the act. It creates
an additional Assistant Attorney General
and presumably there will be assigned to
him such assistants as he may need.

Both the Republican and the Demo-
crat Parties and their candidates advo-
cate economy in Federal operations.
The Congress has been so desirous of
economy that it has appropriated some-
where around $3 million to cause an in~
vestigation and a report and recom-
mendations to be made by the Hoover
Commission. Generally speaking, the
Hoover Commission has advocated a re-
duction or a consolidation of Federal de-
partments, bureaus, and agencies.

But here we are advocating the estab-
lishment of a new Commission, designed
to protect citizens who have been or who
it is anticipated will be deprived of their
constitutional rights. The direct way
and the economical and efficient way to
protect such individuals would be to ap-
propriate more funds, authorize the em-
ployment of more individuals by the De-
partment of Justice and the FBI.

But such a procedure, while the ob-
vious one, would not tend to centralize
here in Washington the Federal power
over the citizens of the States. Nor
would it gain for those advocating it,
political support from some union offi-
cials,

So here, in the closing days of the ses-
sion, when practically all the Members of
the House are aware that neither this
bill nor anything like it will be voted out
of the other body, we are spending our
time in an apparently pious and patriotic
effort to pass a bill which it seems will
never at this session receive considera-
tion in the other body.

Let us be honest with ourselves. Let
us admit first that there is ample legis-
lation upon the books which, if ade-
quately enforeed, would protect the civil
rights of every citizen. Second, that this
bill was conceived and put forward, in
part at least, to obtain a political ad-
vantage at the next November election.
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Third, that it will not become law at this
session of the Congress.

Mr. of New York. Mr. Chair-
man, I offer a preferential motion.

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. Munrer of New York moves that the
Committee do now rise and report the bill
back to the House with a recommendation
that the enacting clause be stricken out.

Mr. MILLER of New York. Mr. Chair-
man, as one who all my life has believed
and even now believes fundamentally in
the proposition of civil rights; as one
who sponsored this legislation; as one
who voted for it in the subcommittee and
in the full committee, but as one who
after further deliberation and after lis-
tening to the debate, and one who is a
lawyer, I must in good conscience state
that I make this motion in utter sincer-
ity because I am profoundly convinced
that this legislation in its present form
will destroy more civil liberties and civil
rights than it will ever protect.

Let me make one thing clear.

This bill in its present form gives no
right, no privilege, no benefit to a single
individual in the United States that he
does not already have. But what does it
do? It creates a commission with the
authority to subpena me or you or any-
one in this country, to subpena us any
place, to Washington, California, or
Texas, and hold us under subpena at our
own expense interminably; on what?
Some allegation perhaps that I am guilty
of exerting unwarranted economic pres-
sure on somebody. Who? The corner
grocer, who alleges that I do not trade
with him and I get my friends not to
trade with him because he is a Jew or a
Catholic.

This bill provides that there may be
utilized the services of all volunteers who
wish to volunteer their services in the
work of this Commission. I will bet you
there is a whole regiment of the ADA
ready to volunteer their services as soon
as this becomes law. Every single per-
son in this country who ever had a con-
servative thought or professed a con-
servative word will be served with ques-
tionnaires and will be subpenaed before
the Commission.

This bill authorizes the Attorney Gen-
eral to do something that, if any other
lawyer in America did it, he would be
disbarred for life. No lawyer has the
right to institute action and represent
anybody without the consent of that per-
son, yet this bill permits the Attorney
General to institute action on behalf
of people who do not solicit his help and
against people who are charged with
what? An allegation, perhaps, that
somebody’s voting right is being affected
in New York State.

We have people coming in by the boat-
loads from every country in America
and from Puerto Rico. We have require-
ments administered by State officials for
voting rights in New York, residential
requirements, and literacy requirements,
and here we have the Attorney General
given the right to summarily hale some-
one into court, and temporarily restrain
him in his activities without any appeal
at all or reference to or use of the ad-
ministrative procedures set up by my
State of New York and your State, which
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would destroy the very fundamentals of
States rights in this couniry.

Mr. Chairman, I was an assistant pro-
secutor at the Nuremberg trial. It was
my job to try to figure out how it was
that Hitler succeeded in imposing his
control over the good German people for
so many years. I found that he did it by
decree after decree, just like this piece
of legislation, because the legislation or
the decree was aimed at dividing the
people of Germany instead of uniting
them. The only thing that ever made
this country great was the happy blend
of labor and management working
together.

Mr. Chairman, I shall ask for a teller
vote on my motion. I believe it should
be adopted. Then we will go back to
work in this House.

Mr. MARTIN. Mr. Chairman, T rise
in opposition to the preferential mo-
tion.

Mr. Chairman, I have heard with
great regret the statement of my good
friend from New York. I wish he had
become awakened to his views before he
voted for the bill or before he intro-
duced a measure similar to it. It would
have been a little easier, perhaps, for
the rest of us in the House.

He has moved to strike out the en-
acting clause. I want to talk to those of
you on the Republican side of the House,
because he has put us in a position where
the ultimate result could be great.

I want to tell the Republicans in this
House if they follow the southern de-
mocracy in the defeat of this hill, they
will seriously regret it.

Mr. DIES. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. MARTIN. I do not yield.

Mr. DIES. I want to compliment the
gentleman,

Mr. MARTIN. I do not want any
compliments.

Mr. DIES. The gentleman did not
mean what he said. You do not mean
what you said.

- Mr. MARTIN. What did I say?

Mr. DIES. You did not mean that.

Mr. MARTIN. I yield to the gentle-
man.

Mr. DIES. You are a great, fine pa=-
triot.

i l\ir MARTIN. Now let us eliminate
18,

Mr. DIES. The gentleman does not
mean to injeet politics into this thing;
does he?

Mr. MARTIN. Why, my friend, this
bill has been jockeyed into the position
where the one group who will be blamed
for the defeat of this bill, if it is de-
feated, particularly upon this motion, is
the Republican Party.  Those are the
real facts.

I just want to point out to the Repub-
licans not to fall into this trap. By
adopting all these amendments offered
you are helping to scuttle the bill, and
if you scuttle this bill, you will be scut-
tling a bill which has been favored by
the President of the United States. You
will be scuttling a bill that has been
formulated by the Attorney General, and
I do not think we would want to bring
this about.

Mr. DOWDY.
cf order.

Mr. Chairman, a point
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The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will
state the point of order.

Mr. DOWDY. Mr. Chairman, I think
unwarranted economic pressure is be-
ing brought upon the Republicans.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Texas does not state a point of
order.

Mr. MARTIN. We will look out for
ourselves.

Mr. Chairman, we will not vote in favor
of this motion to strike out the enacting
clause.

Mr. KEATING. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. MARTIN. I yield.

Mr., EKEATING. I certainly share
fully the views of the distinguished mi-
nority leader. This bill represents the
views of our President on this subject.
It represents the views of the Attorney
General. It was offered in conjunection
with me by the gentleman who now
makes the motion to defeat the bill, and
I urge all of my colleagues to stand up
in opposition to this motion.

Mr. MARTIN. I thank the gentle-
man,

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the preferential motion offered by the
gentleman from New ¥York [Mr. Mir-
LER].

Mr. MILLER of New York. Mr.
Chairman, on that I ask for tellers.

Tellers were ordered, and the Chair-
man appointed as tellers Mr. MirLLER of
New York and Mr. CELLER.

The Committee divided; and the tel-
lers reporited there were—ayes 91, noes
140.

So the motion was rejected.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentle-
man from Texas [Mr. Dowpyl.

Mr, REATING. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in very definite opposition to this
amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentle-
man from Texas [Mr. Dowpyl.

Mr. CHELF. Mr. Chairman, a par-
liamentary inquiry. Is this the amend-
ment that pertains to age?

The C N. That is correct.

The question was taken; and on a di-
vision (demanded by Mr. Dowpy) there
were—ayes 102, noes 157.

So the amendment was rejected.

Mr. COLMER. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike out the last word.

Mr. Chairman, I would like to have
the attention of the gentleman from
Massachusetts, the minority leader, if
I may.

I have been in this House for some
time; this is my 24th year, and during
that time I have tried to approach the
issues that confronted me as a repre-
sentative of the people of a sovereign
State and as an American citizen with
two questions in mind: First, how that
proposal that was submitted to me as
a Representative in one of the great par-
liamentary bodies of this world would
affect my countiry; secondly, I consider
the interest of my party.

We have just heard a speech by &
distinguished Member of this body, a
leader of the group on my left. The
gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr.
MarTin] the like of which I have not
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witnessed in those two-decades-plus.
The gentleman in his opposition to the
amendment to strike out the enacting
clause of this bill made by a raember
of his own party, and a courageous and
patriotic one, I might add, answers that
with a purely political speech.

‘Then the distinguished gentleman, my
friend from Massachusetts, said that if
this is done his party suffers because
they will be charged with alining them-
selves with the southern Representatives
in this Congress.

I recall the days in previous admin-
istrations, Democratic ones, I point out
to my friend and the leadership on that
side, that support from my section of the
country was welcomed with open arms.
I recall the days when questions that I
thought were adverse to the interest not
of my section but of our great common.
country arose in this House under a pre-
vious administration, that the support of
that little group from the South was
welcorned by the leadership on the left.

It all goes to prove one thing and one
thing alone and that is what I pointed
out in opening the debate on the rule—
this is purely a political measure.

Now, let me say to my friend and to all
of like mind and to Americans every-
where, that so long as I am a Member of
this House I propose to conduct myself
in the future as I have in the past and
approach these questions solely in the
interest of my country. I never thought
that I would see a distinguished leader
of a party in this House rise in the well
of this House and appeal, upon a purely
partisan basis, for support of a measure
where the very liberties of all of the
people of this great country of ours and
the sovereignty of the 48 States of the
Union were involved.

Mr. MARTIN. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike out the last two words.

Mr. Chairman, the gentleman from
Mississippi, my good friend [Mr. CoL=
meR], for whom I have the greatest re-
spect and admiration, has made the ac-
cusation that he never heard politics
mentioned on the floor of this House
in the past. I do not know where he
was when those many occasions were
happening. He is a pretty devoted Mem-
ber of the House and has been constant
in his attendance and his memory must
be faulty. We gall know that there have
been other passionate political appeals
made in the past and we Republicans
have suffered from them. I do not
question the gentleman’s patriotism,
I do not question his sincerity, and he
has no right to question my patriotism
or my sincerity, either.

Mr. COLMER. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. MARTIN. I yield to the gentle-
man from Mississippi.

Mr. COLMER. I never said anything
about the gentleman's patriotism or his
sincerity. I still believe his sincerity to
his party is of the highest order.

Mr. MARTIN. And also to my coun=
try.
Mr. DIES. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr, MARTIN, I yield to the gentle-
man from Texas,

Mr. DIES, When the gentleman was
speaking, I interrupted him and I said
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“I am sure the gentleman does not mean
it.” I thought the gentleman was speak-
ing hastily, as many Members do on the
floor of this House. But, it appeared to
me that what the gentleman said was
that the Republican Members of the
House would rue the day that they fol-
lowed the gentleman from New York,
And, I implied that that was a threat
to his own Members.

Mr, MARTIN, The gentleman can
make any implication he wants.

Mr. DIES. I do not want to do that.

Mr. MARTIN. Thank you. The gen-
tleman from Massachusetts believes this
is a fair bill, a moderate bill, and a bill
that should be passed. No one can rea-
sonably oppose the measure. I simply
wanted to give my views to the party
that has honored me. I had the right
as well as any other Member of this
House to express my views. The gentle-
man from New York could well rise here
and make the motion, if that was his
desire, but I, too, have the right to op-
pose it, if that was my desire. And, it
was. I want to say that this is a moder-
ate bill; it is a bill that will give justice
to all groups of our people and bring
security and hope for all.

Mr, EEATING. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr, MARTIN. I yield to the gentle-
man from New York.

Mr. KEATING. When the gentleman
stated that he was a Republican and
favored this bill as a Republican, am I
incorrect in saying that the Republican
Party, since the days of Abraham Lin-
coln, has stood for civil rights and still
does?

Mr. MARTIN. Equal and social jus-
tice have always been the cornerstone
of the Republican Party. This bill has
been brought to the floor of the House,
and it deserves an honest consideration.

Mr. PRESTON. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent to extend my re-
marks at this point in the Recorp.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Georgia?

There was no objection.

Mr. PRESTON. Mr. Chairman, I rise
to urge the membership of this House to
reject overwhelmingly this repugnant
legislation that is presented to us under
the name of “civil rights.”

Not since the tragic days of recon-
struction has such hateful, punitive
legislation been presented for serious
consideration by this House.

We all know that in the aftermath of
bitterness that followed the War Be-
tween the States punitive laws were
passed directly against the prostrate
Southern States. We know that after
passions had cooled some of the laws
were ruled unconstitutional, some were
repealed by the Congress and some, by
tacit agreement fell into disuse.

Now, in 1956, we find a strong move
afoot to nullify the historic rights of
the several States by passing a statute
that enables the Attorney General of the
United States to take action against pri-
vate citizens and State officials on the
slightest pretext or no pretext at all.
This proposal is monstrous on its face.

Such a law as that which is proposed
is not just needless. It is wicked and
dangerous.
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Our country has grown great as a
“sovereign Nation of many sovereign
States.” This legislation effectively de-
stroys the sovereignty of the several
States. It takes from the jurisdiction
of the State courts proper functions
which ‘they have effectively performed
since its founding. It bestows jurisdic-
tion over purely local matters on the
Attorney General of the United States.

‘We condemn foreign police states. In-
deed, like many of you here, I fought in
World War II against dictatorships that
maintained their internal power through
the operation of vicious police practices
that effectively terrorized their citizens.

Local law enforcement is among our
most precious traditions. Yet, with this
legislation we would empower a single
Federal official in Washington to in-
vade the States and take legal action
against citizens for alleged or imagined
acts that have been historically within
the province of local courts and officials.

Does this not smack of the States that
we so righteously condemn? Are we, un-
knowingly perhaps, taking a big step
toward establishing a police state in our
own country with the passage of legis-
lation such as this?

We spend billions to defend ourselves
from the attack of dictatorships from
abroad. We gird ourselves to repel any
invasion from without. Yet here in the
Halls of this House of Representatives we
are considering with the utmost solemn-
ity the enactment of a law that would
oppress our citizens in a way that strong-
ly suggests the dictatorships we profess
to despise.

The State governments did not ask for
this invasion of their rights. No State
officials have suggested that they needed
the iron hand of the Federal Govern-
ment to enforce the rights which are
guaranteed us by State constitutions as
well as the Federal Constitution. There
has been no compelling evidence of the
need for this legislation.

A number of small minority groups,
for the most part, have promoted this
vicious legislation. They have little or
no official standing. They may mean
well, but their good intentions do not
change any aspect of this dangerous, vi-
cious, destructive legislation. They rep-
resent no State nor political subdivision.
Yet they presume to tell the Federal Con-
gress what it must do in the matter of
State rights.

In the past few years the cry of “civil
rights” has been raised abroad in this
land on many occasions. No mention is
made of the precious Bill of Rights that
is incorporated in our Constitution,
“Civil rights” is a slogan to disguise any
hateful change that self-serving groups
may seek., Let us analyze, let us exam-
ine, let us study the effect on our Na-
tion, our States, our institutions of this
so-called “civil rights” legislation. Let
us not be mislead by the harmless sound-
ing phrase of “civil rights.”

You remember the French poet La-
martine, who said so eloquently, “Oh,
liberty, liberty. What crimes are com-
mitted in thy name.”

Some historian of the future in look-
ing back on this era may well describe
our folly today by lamenting, “Oh, civil
rights, civil rights. What crimes are
committed in thy name.”
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Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent to extend my re-
marks at this point in the REcorp and
include a letter.

The CHATRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Pennsylvania?

There was no objection.

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Chairman, I re-
ceived today the following letter from
Clarence Mitchell, director of the Wash-
ington Bureau of the National Associa-
tion for the Advancement of Colored
People:

JuLy 19, 1956.
Hon. Huee ScorT,
House Office Building,
Washington, D. C.

My Dear CoNGrReEssMaN Scorr: During the
debate on H. R. 627, we have been amazed to
hear questions raised about the possibility
that this bill would give powers to the At-
torney General that he might abuse by di-
recting them against such matters as the
refusal of citizens in Montgomery, Ala., to
ride on segregated buses. Of course, there
is nothing in the bill which gives the At-
torney General authority to prosecute in-
dividuals who refuse to ride on a segregated
bus. Presumably, those who raise this ques-
tion have in mind section 103 of the bill
which gives the Presidential Commission au-
thority to investigate instances in which un-
warranted economic pressures are used to
deprive persons of their civil rights because
of their color, race, religion, or national
origin.

It is fantastic to suppose that a Commis-
slon established to protect civil rights would
act In reverse and seek to destroy such rights.
However, if this did occur, it would be the
fault of the members of the Commission
and not the fault of the language in the
bill, Also, I am certain that the citizens of
Montgomery or any other community in
which there is flagrant denial of eivil rights
would be happy to state their ease In any
public forum, They know full well that their
cause is so just that it commands universal
respect and support in the court of public
opinion,

The recital of laws, which contain the
words “about to engage in any acts or prac-
tices,” by Representative KENNETH KEATING
shows that the use of this phrase in legisla-
tion is not new. Unfortunately, some per-
sons who are adroit in heaping ridicule upon
just causes have used this language again
and again during the debate to inject a
dubious kind of humor into the considera-
tion of this bill. I hope that they will real-
ize that when American citizens are denied
the right to vote or are murdered when they
seek to have their fellow citizens qualify to
vote, there is no room for jokes when Con-
gress considers a remedy for this tragic
problem.

It may be well to remember that the fam-
ilies of Mr. and Mrs. Harry Moore, who were
killed by a bomb explosion in Florida; the
Reverend George W. Lee, who was fatally shot
in Mississippl; and Lamar Smith, who was
killed on election day in Brookhaven, Miss.,
are still alive and looking hopefully to the
Federal Government for redress for the
wrongs done to those who are now dead.

‘We are grateful to you and other Members
of the House, on both sides of the aisle, for
the patient and constructive work that you
have done to bring this legislation to the
fioor.

In spite of the cries of politics, you and I
know that underlying the effort to pass this
bill is the fundamental desire of most Ameri-
cans to translate our guarantles of freedom
into the realities of everyday life.

Sincerely yours,
CLARENCE MITCHELL,
Director, Washington Bureau, National
Association for the Advancement of
Colored People.
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Mr. BOLAND. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent to extend my re-
marks at this point in the Recorb.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Massachusetts?

There was no objection. -

Mr. BOLAND. Mr. Chairman, it ap-
pears to me that the bill now under con-
sideration is the least that this Con-
gress can do to implement ecivil rights,
It presents a moderate approach to an
emotional and confroversial problem.
The problem that this proposal seeks to
resolve is, in my judgment, compounded
by an unwillingness on the part of some
of the leaders in local, State and Federal
governments to exercise responsible
leadership. Leaders in the political and
community life of our Nation have the
duty to lead. Education and enlight-
enment are requisites on matters that
are fired with emotion. The hallmark
of the great, devoted and sincere public
leader is his all-consuming desire to see
that right is done. That is what is
sought to be done by the proposal now
under consideration by this committee.
Much is being made by the opponents
that it sets up a police state; that the
power that is granted to the Atftorney
General is too vast and broad and that
the language of the bill is nebulous and
confused. The record that has been
made here in the debate, in my opinion,
indicates that these objections are un-
founded. Mr. Chairman, stripped of all
the verbiage that has surrounded the
proceedings on this matter, the bill
stands as a moderate and needed ap-
proach on civil rights.

Mr. CELLER. Myr. Chairman, I move
that the Committee do now rise.

The motion was agreed to.

Accordingly the Committee rose; and
the Speaker having resumed the chair,
Mr. Foranp, Chairman of the Committee
of the Whole House on the State of the
Union, reported that that Committee,
having had under consideration the bill
(H. R. 627) to provide means of further
securing and protecting the civil rights
of persons within the jurisdiction of
the United States, had come to no reso-
lution thereon.

THE VETERANS HOSPITAL RADIO
GUILD

Mr. PHILBIN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to extend my re-
marks at this point in the Recorp and to
include an article.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Massachusetis?

There was no objection.

Mr. PHILBIN. Mr. Speaker, several
hundred devoted professionals from all
branches of the entertainment industry
are bringing a new concept to the re-
habilitation of the hospitalized veterans
in Veterans' Administration hospitals
throughout the Nation. Not content
with merely entertaining hospitalized
veterans, these unpaid volunieers are
using their special skills and their valu-
able time to encourage and train veter-
ans in VA hospitals to write, act, sing,
and produce original radio shows for
broadcast over their own hospital net-
works., In the belief that the activities
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of these patriotic citizens are less well-
known than they deserve to be, I should
like to describe this splendid work in
some detail.

This fine group is known as the Vet-
erans Hospital Radio Guild, a nonprofit,
volunteer organization chartered in New
York State. The motto of the organiza-
tion is “Help a vet to help himself.”
Founded early in 1948, the VHRG, in
only 8 years of operation, has developed
new and startling, yet medieally sound,
methods of rehabilitating disabled serv-
icemen confined to veterans hospitals
through the use of music and radio
shows.

Recently, at the White House corre-
spondents’ dinner for President Eisen-
hower, I had the opportunity of hearing
about some of the work being done by
this splendid group from its newly
elected President, Mr. Alex Kramer,
member of the board of the American
Society of Composers, Authors, and Pub-
lishers—ASCAP. Mr. Kramer told me
that this rehabilitation program for hos-
pitalized servicemen is receiving support
and encouragement not only from the
Veterans’ Administration, but from all
segments of the entertainment industry,
including of course ASCAP, the radio
and television networks, and the profes-
sional organizations of actors, directors,
and musicians. More than 350 profes-
sionals from all branches of the enter-
tainment industry are members of this
pioneering organization.

We all know that the first step in
healing a hospitalized patient is for the
patient to want to get well. In far too
many cases, our hospitalized veterans
become, in the words of the poet, “the
world forgetting, by the world forgot.”
In many instances, the first step in their
rehabilitation is to implant in their
minds and hearts a feeling of together-
ness, of belonging, of contact with their
fellow men. Only in such an atmos-
phere can the doctors and nurses per-
form their healing tasks.

The work of the Veterans Hospital
Radio Guild has a twofold purpose: To
let the hospitalized veteran know that
we on the outside remember him, and
to give him practical assistance in tak-
ing the first difficult steps toward re-
covery and readjustment, By creating
their own entertainment, under the su-
pervision and with the help of skilled
professionals, thousands of veterans
have been given a renewed self-confi-
dence and have been started on the road
to recovery and readjustment.

With the assistance of a VHRG team,
hospitalized veterans write their own
scripts, make their own sound effects,
compose and perform their own songs.
They then broadcast the program they
have created over the hospital radio sys-
tem, known as the “bedside network.”

Some of the results have been startling.
A boy in a mental hospital who had
never spoken a word since he had seen
his buddy blown to bits in Korea hesi-
tantly joined in the chorus of Smiles—
and now has reached a point where the
doctors can help him, A paraplegic, par-
alyzed in all four limbs, has developed a
renewed interest in living as a result of
discovering a real talent for showman-
ship. Many remarkable cases of speed-
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ing recovery have occurred with patients
who seemed to have lost all interest, but
who threugh mastering a musical instru-
ment, participating in a professional-
type broadecast, writing scripts, acting,
directing or merely joining in the chorus
of a well-remembered song, have been
given a new incentive to get well,

Starting as an experiment in Halloran
Veterans Hospital on Staten Island, the
VHRG currently serves more than 6,000
patients in New York area, and is begin-
ning to spread into other States—in-
cluding New Jersey, Pennsylvania, and—
I am happy to say—my own Common-
wealth of Massachusetts. In addition,
the Guild services 40 VA hospitals in
various sections of the United States and
Alaska with a Scriptkit library, which
includes a completely packaged show
containing seripts, sound equipment and
detailed production directions. Even-
tually, the Guild hopes to serve all 172
Veterans' Administration hospitals in the
48 States and Territories.

It was a great thrill to learn from
VHRG President Alex Kramer about the
wonderful work being done by his organ-
ization. I feel I am doing a service to
my fellow Members of Congress in bring-
ing to their attention the work of this
patriotic group.

The guiding hands of the Vetferans
Hospital Radio Guild represent all areas
of the entertainment and broadcasting
industry. Their names read like a
“Who’s Who” of the radio, television, ad-
vertising, and entertainment world. For
instance, the VHRG advisory board is
made up of Paul Cunningham, president
of ASCAP; Stanley Adams, past ASCAP
president; Carl Haverlin, president,
Broadcast Music, Inc.; Ernest L. Jahncke,
Jr., vice president and assistant to the
president, American Broadcasting Co.;
Dr. Harvey J. Tompkins, director of the
Jacob L. Reiss Mental Health Pavilion,
St. Vincent’s Hospital, New York, and
former director of psychiatry and neurol-
ogy for the Veterans’ Administration,
and J. L. Van Volkenburg, president of
television operations, Columbia Broad-
casting System.

The VHRG board of governors is made
up of this representative group: Jay
Berry, vice president of Brooks, Smith,
French & Dorrance, New York; Doris E.
Corwin, NBC supervisor of public affairs;
Hal Davis, vice president in charge of
promotion, Kenyon & Eckhardt, New
York; Sydney H. Eiges, NBC vice presi-
dent in charge of press; Kenneth Groot,
executive secretary, American Federation
of TV and Radio Artists, New York loecal;
Russell Patterson, former president, Na-
tional Cartoonists Society; Roger Pryor,
vice president in charge of radio-TV,
Foote, Cone & Belding, New York; Beverly
Smith, Kenyon & Eckhardt, New York,
and Joe Rosenfield, of Radio Station
WMGM, New York.

The following are the officers and
members of the VHRG board of direc-
tors: President, Alex Kramer, song-
writer and ASCAP director; first vice
president, Michael Enserro, actor; second
vice president, William C. Ja.ckson, actor
and publisher; treasurer, Anita Phillips,
singer; secretary, Shirley Berry, radio
and television producer; Douglass Park-
hirst, actor and writer; Arlene Steele,
program director, Community Concerts,
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Inc., Columbia Artists Management;
Hubert Wilke II, sales manager, Tele-
prompter, Inc.; Walter Bishop, song-
writer and vice president, Songwriters
Protective Association; Jean Tighe,
president emeritus and cofounder of the
Veterans Hospital Radio Guild; and A.
Carl Rigrod, VHRG cofounder.

The fund-raising committee of the
Veterans Radio Guild consists of the
following: Jules Gutterman, president,
Provocative Packaging, Inc.; Jean Tighe,
cochairman; Robert Brenner, NBC Film
Sales; Helen E. Lee, Walt Framer Pro-
ductions; Toni Mendez, president, Toni
Mendez, Inc.; A. Carl Rigrod, cofounder,
vice president in charge of radio-TV-
motion picture division, Donahue &
Coe; Arlene Steele, program director,
Columbia Artists Management; Michael
J. Wardell, public relations director,
eastern region, American Airlines; Wil-
liam C. Jackson, AFTRA-SAG-Equity,
and Joseph F. Hannigan, executive sec-
retary.

The Veterans Hospital Radio Guild,
Jocated at 353 West 57th Street, New
York 14, N. Y., needs the support and
encouragement of the publie, in order
to maintain its current program, to pur-
chase technical equipment such as tape
recorders, sound turntables, mixers, mi-
crophones, and so forth, and ultimately
to extend its services to Veterans’ Admin-
istration hospitals in each of the 48
States. Iam surethat as thisfine move-
ment grows and becomes more widely
known, the Veterans Hospital Radio
Guild will receive the wholehearted pub-
lic support it needs and deserves.

I am gratified to know that the dis-
tinguished composer, Mr. Alex Kramer,
has undertaken the leadership of this
great and worthy cause and that he is
assured of the continued wholehearted
support and cooperation of ASCAP’s bril-
liant president and celebrated creative
artist, Mr. Paul Cunningham, as well as
the assistance of so many other famous
figures of the musical and entertainment
world.

I am proud to urge support for this
fine undertaking.

H.R. 11122

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr.
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that
the proceedings by which the bill H. R.
11122 was passed be vacated.

The SPEAKER. The Chair cannot
recognize the gentleman for that purpose
at this time.

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan.
Speaker, a parliamentary inquiry.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will
state it.

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr.
Speaker, the motion which I offered
reads as follows:

I move that the Clerk of the House be
and he hereby is directed to respectfully
request the Senate, in behalf of the member-
ship of the House, to return H. R. 11122 for
Turther consideration by the House.

Mr. Speaker, is there any way by which
the proceedings by which that bill was
passed may now be vacated and the bill
brought back?

The SPEAKER. The bill is not in
charge of the House. The hill is in the
Senate of the United States at this time.

Mr.
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Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. There is
no proceeding by which we can get it
back; is that right?

The SPEAKER. Not that the Chair
can figure out.

UNITED STATES PARTICIPATION IN
THE UNITED NATIONS—MESSAGE
FROM THE PRESIDENT OF THE
UNITED STATES (H. DOC. NO. 455)

The SPEAKER laid before the House
the following message from the Presi-
dent of the United States, which was
read, and together with the accompany-
ing papers, referred to the Committee on
Foreign Affairs and ordered to be printed,
with illustrations:

To the Congress of the United States:

I transmit herewith, pursuant to the
United Nations Participation Act, the
10th annual report, covering the year
1955, on United States participation in
the United Nations.

The prime purpose of the United Na-
tions—"to save succeeding generations
from the scourge of war”—remains un-
changed. This goal as well as those of
human rights, justice, and social progress
are ardently desired by the American
people. I, therefore, found special satis-
faction in addressing the United Nations
Commemorative Conference in San
Francisco in June 1955, which was con=
vened to mark the 10th anniversary of
the signing of the charter,

The record for 19556 shows that the
United Nations, now in its second decade,
is increasingly vital and effective. 1
draw your attention to a few of the year’s
developments which especially command
the interest of the United States.

1. First in significance for peace and
progress, in the long range view, are the
United Nations contributions to the
peaceful applications of atomic energy.
Having proposed before the General As-
sembly in 1953 that an international
atomic-energy agency be created, I have
carefully followed developments in this
field. The progress made in the past 2
years is impressive.

Although the Soviet Union's response
to the initial proposal for an interna-
tional agency was negative and disap-
pointing, we and other interested nations
pressed on with new proposals,

Important strides in this momentous
field were thus made in 1955. In Au-
gust, pursuant to a United States pro-
posal, scientists from 73 states met un-
der United Nations auspices for 2 weeks
in Geneva in an International Technical
Conference to explore the promise of the
atom. The Conference provided valua-
ble opportunities for the exchange of
scientific knowledge for the benefit of
mankind between scientists without re-
gard for ideologies.

There was also progress in the creation
of the international agency itself. The
determination of free nations to advance
this program, together with the great
prestige of the United Nations, resulted
in unanimous approval by the 10th
General Assembly of the prospective cre-
ation of the International Atomic En-
ergy Agency. The statute of the Agency
is now ready for adoption. The Agency
itself should be established during the
coming year.
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This progress in converting the atom to
peaceful use illustrates the ability of the
United Nations to get results in the face
of what might seem insurmountable ob-~
stacles.

At the time I originally proposed the
development of peaceful uses of atomic
energy I had this in mind: That if the
world could cooperate and move ahead
significantly in this field, this might
make it easier to move ahead in the far
more difficult field of disarmament. I
am still convinced that this is so. When
this agency comes into being the confi-
dence, the cooperation, and the trust
which it will engender among nations
can bring us significantly closer to the
day when honest disarmament can be
realized.

Disarmament, and by this I mean the
controlled reduction of military forces
and of conventional and nuclear weap-
ons, remains one of the most vital un-
solved problems facing the world. The
Soviet Union and the United States are
the two great nuclear powers. Both
possess an enormous potential for either
the welfare or the destruction of man-
kind. The responsibility, therefore, lies
particularly upon us and the Soviet
Union to produce a workable plan for
safeguarded disarmament. Other na-
tions look with justified anxiety for signs
that this is being done.

Our Government, the first to master
atomic energy, was likewise the first to
offer to put it under the control of the
United Nations. Ten years have elapsed
since that time, but our repeated efiorts
to reach agreement through the United
Nations have been unavailing. The
basic reason for this is the mutual dis-
trust existing between the Soviet Union
and other nations.

2. The dispelling of this paralyzing
distrust was my main purpose in pro-
posing at Geneva last July the plan for
aerial inspection by the United States
and the Soviet Union of each other's
military installations. Such a system
should make it impossible for either side
to make a massive surprise attack on the
other. Last December the General As-
sembly by the overwhelming vote of 56
to 7 asked that this be one of the pro-
posals to receive priority consideration
as a confidence-building first step on the
road to arms reduction. The Soviet
Union has nevertheless refused, thus far,
to accept this offer. But we and our
associates should continue, with patient
resolve, to seek common ground with the
Soviet Union on this or some equally
effective program that could lead to safe-
guarded disarmament, looking for the
day when the Soviets will change their
view on this topic, as they have done on
others in the past.

We shall continue to obey the mandate
of the United Nations in this field. We
shall continue our search until we have
found the answer to this awesome prob-
lem. We shall be guided by the knowl-
edge that no nation can live in the true
spirit of peace or devote its energies to
the pursuit of happiness until the trend
toward increasingly destructive arma-
ments is reversed.

3. In 1955 the United Nations made its
contribution to the continuance of a
world fortunately free from open war.
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In the strife between the Arab States and
Israel, which reflects intense political,
economic, and cultural tensions, the
United Nations succeeded for another
year in maintaining the uneasy armis-
tice. Measured against the tragic alter-
native, this ranks as a substantial accom-
plishment.

The stabilizing influence that the
DUnited Nations has been able to exert
upon the near eastern situation is one
of the best proofs of the sheer necessity
of the United Nations. We are in an era
of resurgent nationalism, which has very
little tolerance for the methods of pacifi-
cation and arbitration imposed from
without that have worked in other eras.
In the Near East the United Nations has
provided perhaps the only force—essen-
tially a moral force—that can maintain
the armistice and work toward a perma-
nent solution. Secretary-General Ham-~
marskjold’s mission undertaken this
spring as a result of United States initi-
ative in the Security Council made a sub=
stantial contribution to improving a se-
rious and dangerous situation there. It
illustrates the ability of the United Na-
tions to develop over a period of time,
through patient testing, workable meth-
ods that, when world opinion is mobi-
lized, can deal successfully with such se-
rious problems.

4. One more United Nations achieve~
ment of 1955 is especially precious for
Americans because it concerns our own
flesh and blood. In May and August, the
Chinese Communist authorities released
from unjust and illegal imprisonment
15 American fliers, fichting men of the
EKorean war. They had detained these
men in violation of the Korean Armistice.
Most of them had been victims of fabri-
cated propaganda charges. Their re-
turn to their homes followed Secretary-
General Hammarskjold’s trip to Peiping
armed with a mandate from the General
Assembly. It proved with dramatic force
the power of the United Nations to influ-
ence events through its impact on world
opinion.

5. The end of year 1955 found the
United Nations larger by 16 members,
giving it a total membership of 76. For
years the Soviet veto had kept many fully
qualified states from taking their place
in the United Nations. Finally the pres-
sure of world opinion made possible a
generally acceptable solution.

As additional countries become quali-
fied for membership, they should be ad-
mitted without delay. I am glad to note
that the Sudan, which achieved inde-
pendence late in 1955, has already been
reccmmended for admission by the Se-
curity Council. Certainly, the grossly
unjust exclusion of Japan by repeated
Soviet vetoes should be promptly recti-
fied. The Republic of Korea and Viet-
nam are likewise fully eligible for mem-
hership.

The United Nations in its first decade
has not seen a single member withdraw
from membership. To the contrary,
most of those outside the organization
geek to join it. Nothing could more
clearly prove its vitality and influence.

I commend to the Congress this report
of United States participation in the 10th
year of the United Nations. It is a rec-
ord of substantial evolution in man’s
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efforts to live at peace. It is up to us
and the other member states to see that
the United Nations serves with increasing
effectiveness, within the charter, its cen-
tral purpose of maintaining the peace
and fostering the well-being of all
peoples. To this end the United Nations
and the Specialized Agencies associated
with it deserve, and should continue to
receive, our honest, intelligent, and
wholehearted support.
DwicHT D. EISENHOWER.
The WHiTE HoUsE, July 19, 1956.

CARRIAGE OF DISAELED PERSONS
ON COMMON CARRIERS

Mr. WILLIAMS of Mississippi. Mr.
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent for
the present consideration of the bill (S.
1777) to amend the Interstate Commerce
Act in order to authorize common car-
riers to carry a disabled person requiring
an attendant and such attendant at the
usual fare charged for one person.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Mis-
sissippi?

There was no objection.

The Clerk read the bill, as follows:

Be it enacted, ete., That section 22 of the
Interstate Commerce Act is amended by in-
serting after “or other guide dog specially
trained and educated for that purpose” a
comma and “or from carrying a disabled per=-
son accompanied by an attendant if such
person is disabled to the extent of requiring
such attendant.”

The bill was ordered to be read a third
time, was read the third time, and
passed, and a motion to reconsider was
laid on the table.

COMMITTEE ON RULES

Mr. SMITH of Virginia. Mr, Speaker,
I ask unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on Rules may have until midnight
tonight to file certain privileged reports.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Vir-
ginia?

There was no objection.

SOCIAL SECURITY ACT AMEND-
MENTS

Mr. COOPER. Mr, Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to take from the
Speaker’s table the bhill (H. R. 7225) to
amend title II of the Social Security Act
to provide disability-insurance benefits
for certain disabled individuals who have
attained age 50, to reduce to age 62 the
age on the basis of which benefits cre
payable to certain women, to provide for
continuation of child’s insurance bene-
fits for children who are disabled before
attaining age 18, to extend coverage, and
for other purposes, with Senate amend-
ments thereto, disagree to the Senate
amendments, and agree to the confer-
ence asked by the Senate.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Ten-
nessee? [After a pause.] The Chair
hears none, and appoints the following
conferees: Messrs. COOPER, MILLS, GREG=
orY, REcp of New York, and JENKINS.
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JEANN C. MARSH

Mr. McMILLAN, Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent for the present con-
sideration of the resolution (H. Res. 565)
for the relief of Jeann C. Marsh.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

Resolved, That there shall be pald out of
the contingent fund of the House of Repre-
sentatives to Jeann C. Marsh, widow of
Daniel Edward Marsh, late an employee of
the Office of the Architect of the Capitol,
an amount equal to 8 months’ salary at the
rate Marsh was receiving at the time of his
death and an additional amount not to
exceed $350 toward defraying the funeral
expenses of sald Daniel Marsh.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection {o
the request of the gentleman from South
Carolina?

Mr, HAYS of Ohio. Reserving the
right to object, Mr. Speaker, is this the
resolution that has been pending for
many months in the Committee on
House Administration and has not been
reported out favorably?

Mr. McMILLAN. I wasasked by mem=-
bers of the committee to call it up on
the floor of the House. They did not
want to set a precedent by passing it out
of the gentleman’s committee, I have
similar resolutions, one concerning a
matter that arose just 2 weeks ago.

Mr. HAYS of Ohio. I am a member
of that committee, and I have no knowl-~
edge that the committee took any such
action as to ask that this be called up
separately.

Mr. McMILLAN. No; I do not think
the committee did. I say individual
Members asked me to bring it up.

Mr. HAYS of Ohio. I am not going to
object, but I just want to call attention
again to the fact that this has happened
in the past. The committee has turned
down these resolutions and then Mem-
bers come in here and call them up
under unanimous consent.

I withdraw my reservation of objec-
tion, Mr. Speaker.

Mr. MARTIN. Reserving the right to
object, Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman
explain this resolution?

Mr. McMILLAN. This gentleman, Mr.
Marsh, was employed by the Architect’s
office. He had a heart attack and passed
away on duty. This resolution is simi-
lar to several others relating to em-
ployees in the Office of the Architect
who have passed away.

Mr. MARTIN. Is the minority repre-
sentation aware of the calling up of
these resolutions?

Mr. MARSHALL. This is the matter
of the resolution to pay the funeral ex-
penses and 6 months’ salary to the es-
tates of deceased employees of the
House, which I discussed with the dis-
tinguished minority leader yesterday.

Mr. MARTIN. Mr. Speaker, I with-
draw my reservation of objection.

The resolution was agreed to.

A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

CLAIMS ARISING OUT OF WOLD-
CHAMBERLAIN AIRFIELD CRASH
Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, at

the request of the chairman of the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary and also in my
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own right, I ask unanimous consent for
the present consideration of the bill
(H. R. 12170) to remove the present
$1,000 limitation which prevents the
Secretary of the Navy from settling cer-
tain claims arising out of the crash of
a naval aircraft at the Wold-Chamber=-
lain Air Field, Minneapolis.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the present consideration of the bill?

There was no objection.

The Clerk read the bill, as follows:

Be it enacted, ete., That the $1,000 limita-
tion contained in the first section of the
act of July 3, 1943, as amended (31 U, 8. C.
223b), shall not apply in the case of claims
arising out of the crash of a United States
Navy aircraft near Wold-Chamberlain Air
Fleld, Minneapolis, Minn., on June 9, 1956.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, was read the third
time, and passed, and a motion to re-
consider was laid on the table.

DISPOSAL OF GOVERNMENT-
OWNED SYNTHETIC RUBBER RE-
SEARCH LABORATORIES AT

AKRON, OHIO

Mr. BRCOEKS of Louisiana. Mr.
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent for
the immediate consideration of the bill
(S. 3832) to provide for the disposal of
the Government-owned synthetic rubber
research laboratories at Akron, Ohio.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Lou-
isiana?

Mr. ARENDS. Mr. Speaker, reserv-
ing the right to object, and I will not
object, is this not, as I understand it, a
bill which was unanimously reported
out of the Committee on Armed Serv-
ices and will the gentleman make a short
explanation which I think will be appre-
ciated for the benefit of the House.

Mr. BROOEKS of Louisiana. Mr.
Speaker, this is practically the last part
of the rubber program. There is a little
pilot plant at Akron, Ohio, which has
been under the control of the National
Science Foundation. The National
Science Foundation was left in charge
of it to operate it as long as that Agency
felt it should be operated. Now the Na-
tional Science Foundation tells us they
have come to the end of the program and
the plant is no longer being operated, and
has been put in standby condition. The
purpose of this measure is to turn the
property over to the General Services
Administration for disposal in accord-
ance with the Federal Property and Ad-
ministrative Services Act of 1949,

Mr. ARENDS. Mr. Speaker, I with-
draw my reservation of objection.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the present consideration of the bill,

There was no objection.

The Clerk read the bill, as follows:

Be it enacted, etc., That the Government
laboratories at Akron, Ohio, now under con-
trol of the National Science Foundation are
hereby transferred to the General Services
Administration for disposal in accordance
with the Federal Property and Administra-
tive Bervices Act of 1849, except that the
Administrator of General Services shall first
offer the laboratories for publlo sale before
seeking to dispose of them by transfer or
‘asslgnment to any Pederal agency. The Ad-
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ministrator of General -Services, before he
offers the laboratories to the public for sale,
shall ascertain what the value of the labora-
tories would be to Government agencies
which would make substantial use thereof,
and the Adminlstrator shall not sell the
laboratories to the public unless he finds,
after consultation with the Director of the
Budget Bureau, that such sale to the public
would be in the best Interests of the United
States, taking into consideration among other
relevart factors the value of the laboratories
to any interested agency and the amounts
offered by public bidders. The National Sci-
ence Foundation is authorized to reimburse
the General Services Administration in ad-
vance for expenses necessary for the protec-
tion and maintenance of the laboratories up
to June 30, 1957,

The bill was ordered to be read a third
time, was read the third time, and
passed, and a motion to reconsider was
laid on the table.

REPORT ON COMMUNIST
CONSFPIRACY

Mr. HAYS of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, by
direction of the Committee on House Ad-
ministration, I call up the concurrent
resolution (H. Con. Res. 254) authorizing
the printing of additional copies of House
Reports Nos. 2240, 2241, 2242, 2243, and
2244, cwrent session, and ask for its
immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

Resolved by the House of Representatives
(the Senate conecurring), That there be
printed for the use of the Committee on
Un-American Activities, House of Repre-
sentatives, 10,000 additional copies each of
House Reports Nos. 2240, 2241, 2242, 2243, and
2244, current session, all of which are reports
on the Communist conspiracy.

Mr. LECOMPTE. Mr. Speaker, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr, HAYS of Ohio. I yield.

Mr. LECOMPTE. May I ask the gen-
tleman, at this time you contemplate
calling up 6 or 7 so-called printing reso-
lutions, all of which are for several of the
standing committees of the House.

Mr. HAYS of Ohio. That is correct.

Mr. LECOMPTE. They have all been
voted out by the subcommittee of the
Committee on House Administration
unanimously and no opposition has de-
veloped to any of the resolutions which
you have before you at this time.

Mr. HAYS of Ohio. All of the reso-
lutions which I intend to call up are
privileged resolutions, I may say to the
gentleman, and all of them were reported
out of the subcommittee unanimously
and reported out of the full committee
unanimously. They have all been cleared
with the leadership on both sides.

Mr. LECOMPTE. And all of them are
for the use of standing committees of the
House?

Mr. HAYS of Ohio. That is correct.

The resolution was agreed to.

A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

HEARINGS ON CIVIL DEFENSE FOR
NATIONAL SURVIVAL

Mr. HAYS of Ohio. Mr, Speaker, by

direction of the Committee on House

Administration, I call up the concurrent

resolution (H. Con. Res. 261) authoriz-
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ing the printing of additional copies of
the hearings on civil defense for na-
tional survival held during the current
session by a subcommittee of the Com-
mittee on Government Operations, and
ask for its immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

Resolved by the House of Representatives
(the Senate concurring), That there be
printed for the use of the Committee on
Government Operations not to exceed 3,000
additional copies of each part of the hearing
held by the Subcommittee on Military Op-
erations, Committee on Government Opera-
tions, during the current session relative to
civil defense for national survival.

The resolution was agreed to.
A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

ADDITIONAL COPIES OF HEARINGS
BY RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT
SUBCOMMITTEE

Mr. HAYS of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, by
direction of the Committee on House Ad-
ministration, I eall up the resolution (H.
Con. Res. 262) and ask for its immediate
consideration.

. The Clerk read the resolution, as fol=
OWS:

Resolved by the House of Representatives
(the BSenate concurring), That there be
printed for the use of the Joint Commit-
tee on Atomic Energy 40,000 additional copies
of the hearings held by the Research and
Development Subcommittee of the said joint
committee during the 84th Congress entitled
“Progress Report on Research in Medicine,

Biology, and Agriculture Using Radiocactive
Isotopes.”

With the following committee amend-
ment:

Page 1, line 2, after the word “printed”
Insert “with illustrations.”

The amendment was agreed to.

The resolution was agreed to.

A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

LABOR-MANAGEMENT PROBLEMS
OF THE AMERICAN MERCHANT
MARINE

Mr. HAYS of Ohio. Mr, Speaker, by
direction of the Committee on House Ad-
ministration, I call up the resolution (H.
Con. Res. 263) and ask for its imme-
diate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

Resolved by the House of Representatives
(the Senate concurring), That there be
printed for the use of the Committee on
Merchant Marine and Fisheries, House of
Representatives, 1,000 additional copies of
the hearing held by sald committee during
the current Congress, first session, relative
to labor-management problems of the
American merchant marine.

The resolution was agreed to.

A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

HOUSE REPORT NO. 2279

Mr, HAYS of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, by
direction of the Committee on House
Administration, I call up the resolution
(H. Res. 529) and ask for its immediate
consideration.
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The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

Resolved, That there be printed for the use
of the Committee on Government Opera-
tions, House of Representatives, 4,000 addi-
tional coples of House Report No. 2279, a
report of the Committee on Government
Operations on the effect of Department of
the Interior and Rural Electrification Ad-
ministration policies on public power pref-
erence customers.

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr.
Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. HAYS of Ohio. I yield.

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Is that
the resolution where there is an under-
standing that the minority members are
to have a proportionate share of the
printing?

Mr. HAYS of Ohio. The gentleman is
correct. The gentleman from Ohio, the
chairman of the Subcommittee on Print-
ing, will issue orders to the Printer, and
it is understood and agreed by every-
one that the minority will get its share.

Mr. LECOMPTE. Mr. Speaker, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. HAYS of Ohio. I yield.

Mr, LECOMPTE. That understand-
ing prevails on all of these resolutions,
does it not?

Mr. HAYS of Ohio. That is correct.

The SPEAKER. The question is on
the resolution.

The resolution was agreed to.

2 l1}191:1:101;1011 to reconsider was laid on the
able.

ADDITIONAL COPIES OF TESTIMONY
OF NIKOLAI KHOKHLOV

Mr. HAYS of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, by
direction of the Committee on House
Administration, I call up House Reso-
lution 573 and ask for its immediate
consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

Resolved, That there be printed for the
use of the Un-American Activities Commit-
tee 10,000 additional copies of the hearing
held by that committee during the current
session contalning the testimony of Nikolai
Ehokhloy.

The resolution was agreed to.

A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

HEARINGS ON HEALTH AMENDMENT
ACT OF 1956

Mr. HAYS of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, by
direction of the Committee on House
Administration, I call up the resolution
(H. Res. 596) and ask for its immediate
consideration,

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

Resolved, That there be printed for the use
of the Committee on Interstate and Foreign
Commerce, House of Representatives, 3,500
additional copies of the hearings held by said
committee during the current session relative
to the Health Amendments Act of 1956.

The resolution was agreed to.
A motion fo reconsider was laid on the
table.
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NIAGARA FRONTIER PORT
AUTHORITY

Mr. RADWAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent for the immediate
consideration of the resolution (H. J.
Res. 549) granting the consent of Con-
gress to the State of New York to nego-
tiate and enter into an agreement or
compact with the Dominion of Canada
for the establishment of the Niagara
Frontier Port Authority with power to
take over, maintain, and operate the
present highway bridge over the Niagara
River between the city of Buffalo, N. Y.
and the city of Fort Erie, Ontario, Can-
ada.

i The Clerk read the title of the resolu-
on.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from New
Jersey [Mr, Rapwan]?

There being no objection, the Clerk
read the resolution, as follows:

Resolved, etc., That the Congress hereby
consents to the negotiation and entering into
of a compact or agreement between the State
of New York and the Dominion of Canada
providing for (1) the establishment of the
Niagara Frontier Port Authority substantially
in accordance with the provisions of chap-
ter 870 of the laws of 1955 of the State of
New York as amended or supplemented; (2)
the transfer of the operation, control, and
maintenance of the present highway bridge
(the Peace Bridge) over the Nlagara River
between the city of Buffalo, N. ¥,, and the
city of Fort Erie, Ontario, Canada, to the
Niagara Frontler Port Authority; (3) the
transfer of all of the property, rights, powers,
and duties of the Buffalo and Fort Erie Pub-
lic Bridge Authority acquired by such au-
thority under the compact consented to by
the Congress in Public Resolution 22 of the
73d Congress, approved May 3, 1934 (48 Stat.
662), to the Niagara Frontier Port Authority;
and (4) the consolidation of the Buffalo and
Fort Erie Public Bridge Authority with the
Niagara Frontier Port Authority and the
termination of the corporate exlstence of
the Buffalo and Fort Erle Public Bridge Au-
thority. 2

Sec. 2. The right to alter, amend, or repeal
this joint resolution is hereby expressly re-
served.

Amend the title so as to read: "A bill
granting the consent of Congress to the State
of New York to negotiate and enter into an
agreement or compact with the Government
of Canada for the establishment of the Ni-
agara Frontiler Port Authority with power to
take over, maintain, and operate the present
highway bridge over the Niagara River be-
tween the city of Buffalo, N. Y,, and the city
of Fort Erle, Ontario, Canada.”

With the following committee amend-
ments:

Page 1, line 6, strike out “Dominion" and
insert in lieu thereof “Government.”

The resolution was ordered to be en-
grossed and read a third time, was read
the third time and passed.

The title was amended so as to read:
“A bill granting the consent of Congress
to the State of New York to negotiate and
enter into an agreement or compact with
the Government of Canada for the es-
tablishment of the Niagara Frontier Port
Authority with power to take over, main-
tain, and operate the present highway
bridge over the Niagara River between
the city of Buffalo, N. Y., and the city of
Fort Erie, Ontario, Canada.”

: bAI motion fo reconsider was laid on the
able.
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PERISHABLE AGRICULTURAL COM-
MODITIES ACT, 1930

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to take from the
Speaker’s table the bill (H. R. 5337) to
amend the provisions of the Perishable
Agricultural Commodities Act, 1930, re-
lating to practices in the marketing of
perishable agricultural commodities,
with Senate amendments thereto, and
agree to the Senate amendments.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The Clerk read the Senate amend-
ments, as follows:

Page 2, line 3, after “2.” insert *“(a).”

Page 2, after line 5, insert:

“{b) The last proviso of section 4 (a) of
such act (7 U. 8. C., sec. 499d (a)) 1s amend-
ed by striking out ‘a fee of $20’ and insert-
;ng ‘the fee provided in section 3 (b), plus

5».-3

Page 5, llne 6, strike out all after “(a)”
down to and including “gives” in line 17 and
insert:

“The Secretary or his duly authorized
agents shall have the right to inspeect such
accounts, records, and memoranda of any
commission merchant, dealer, or broker as
may be material (1) in the investigation of
complaints under this act, or (2) to the de-
termination of ownership, control, packer,
or State, country, or region of origin in con-
nection with commodity inspections, or (3)
to ascertain whether section 9 of this act is
being complied with, and if any such com-
mission merchant, dealer, or broker refuses
to permit such inspection, the Secretary may
publish the facts and circumstances and/or,
by order, suspend the license of the offender
until permission to make such inspection is
given."

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Okla-
homa [Mr. ALBERT]?

Mr. CURTIS of Missouri. Mr. Speak-
er, reserving the right to object, will the
gentleman explain the bill briefly?

Mr. ALBERT. I shall be pleased to.

The bill will strengthen the enforce-
ment provisions of the Perishable Agri-
cultural Commodities Act. The purpose
of that act is to prevent unfair and
fraudulent practices in the marketing
fresh fruits and vegetables in interstate
commerce. The changes in the act made
by the bill were carefully worked out
with the Department of Agriculfure and
all segments of the fresh fruit and
vegetable business. The amendments
made by the Senate are minor in nature
and are merely clarifying and technical
in character.

Mr. CURTIS of Missouri. I want to
thank the gentleman and withdraw my
reservation of objection.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Okla-
homa?

There was no objection.

The Senate amendments were con-
curred in.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

REDUCED RATE AIR TRANSPORTA-
TION FOR MINISTERS

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. Speaker, I call up
the conference report on the bill (5.3149)
to amend the Civil Aeronautics Act of
1938 in order to permit air carriers to
grant free or reduced rate transporta-
tion to ministers of religion, and ask
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unanimous consent that the statement
of the managers on the part of the
House may be read in lieu of the report.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Arkansas?

There was no objection.

The Clerk read the statement.

The conference report and statement
are as follows:

ConFERENCE REPORT (H. REPT. No. 2760)

The committee of conference on the dis-
agreeing votes of the fwo Houses on the
amendment of the House to the bill (8. 3148)
to amend the Civil Aeronautics Act of 1038
in order to permit air carriers to grant free
or reduced rate transportation to ministers
of religion, having met, after full and free
conference, have agreed to recommend and
do recommend to their respective Houses as
follows:

That the Senate recede from its disagree-
ment to the amendment of the House and
agree to the same with an amendment as
follows: In lieu of the matter proposed to be
inserted by the House amendment insert the
following: “That subsection (b) of section
403 of the Civil Aeronautics Act of 1938, as
amended, is amended by inserting at the end
thereof the following sentence: ‘Any air car-
rier or foreign air carrier, under such terms
and conditions as the Board may prescribe,
may grant reduced-rate transportation to
ministers of religion on a space available
basis.'”

And the House agree to the same,

That the title be amended to read as fol-
lows: “An Act to amend the Civil Aero-
nautics Act of 1938 in order to permit air
carriers to grant reduced-rate transportation
to ministers of religion.”

ORrREN HARRIS,
P. ErTEL CARLYLE,
PeTER F. MACK, Jr.
CHas. A. WOLVERTON,
Cary HINSHAW,
Managers on the Part of the House.

Mige MoONRONEY,

WARREN G. MAGNUSON,

GEORGE A, SMATHERS,

AwDREwW F. SCHOEFPEL,

FREDERICK G. PAYNE,
Managers on the Part of the Senate.

STATEMENT

The managers on the part of the House at
the conference on the disagreeing votes of
the two Houses on the amendment of the
House to the bill (8. 3149) to amend the Civil
Aeronautics Act of 1938 in order to permit
alr carrlers to grant free or reduced rate
transportation to ministers of religion, sub-
mit the following statement in explanation
of the effect of the action agreed upon by
the conferees and recommended in the ac-
companying conference report:

The House amendment struck out all of
the Senate bill after the enacting clause and
inserted a substitute amendment. The Sen-
ate recedes from its disagreement to the
amendment of the House, with an amend-
ment which is a substitute for both the Sen-
ate bill and the House amendment. Except
for conforming changes in the title, the fol-
lowing statement explains the differences be-
tween the House amendment and the substi-
tute agreed to in conference.

The Senate bill amended section 403 (b)
of the Civil Aeronautics Act of 1938 to per-
mit all ailr carriers and foreign air carriers,
under such terms and conditions as the
Civil Aeronautics Board may prescribe, to
grant free or reduced-rate transportation to
ministers of religion on a space available
basis.

The House amendment, which struck out
all of the Senate bill after the enacting
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clause, amended section 403 (b) of the Civil
Aeronautics Act of 1938 to permit only those
air carriers and foreign air carriers not re-
celving so-called subsidy payments deter-
mined by the Civil Aeronautics Board under
section 406 of such act and payable by such
Board pursuant to Reorganization Plan No.
10 of 1953, during any perlod with respect
to which such carriers grant reduced-rate
transportation, to grant reduced-rate trans-
potation, but not free transportation, to
ministers of religion under such terms and
conditions as such Board may prescribe.
The House amendment did not contain a
provision relating to the availability of space.
The substitute agreed to by the committee

of conference permits all air carriers and
foreign air carriers, under such terms and
conditions as the Civil Aeronautics Board
may prescribe, to grant reduced-rate trans-
portation, but not free transportation, to
ministers of religion, without regard to
whether such carriers are receiving so-called
subsidy payments determined by such Board
under section 406 of such act and payable
by such Board pursuant to Reorganization
Plan No. 10 of 1953. Under the substitute
such reduced-rate transportation will be pro-
vided only on a space-available basis. The
test to be applied in determining the avail-
ability of space is whether space is avallable
on the aircraft immediately prior to the time
of takeoff. This test, in effect, eliminates
any possibility of granting reduced-rate
transportation to ministers of religion which
would interfere with the transportation of
first-class ticket holders.

OREN HARRIS,

F. ERTEL CARLYLE,

PeTER F. MACK, Jr.,

CHAs. A. WOLVERTON,

CARL HINSHAW,

Managers on the Part of the House.

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the statement of
the managers on the part of the House
be printed at this point.

The SPEAKER. Without objection, it
is so ordered.

There was no objection.

(The statement reads as follows:)

STATEMENT OF THE MANAGERS ON THE PART OF
THE HOUSE

The managers on the part of the House
at the conference on the disagreeing votes of
the two Houses on the amendment of the
House to the bill (S. 3149) to amend the
Civil Aeronautics Act of 1938 in order to per-
mit air carriers to grant free or reduced rate
transportation to ministers of religion, sub-
mit the following statement in explanation
of the effect of the action agreed upon by the
conferees and recommended in the accompa-
nying conference report:

The House amendment struck out all of the
Senate bill after the enacting clause and in-
serted a substitute amendment. The Senate
recedes from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the House, with an amendment
which is a substitute for both the Senate
bill and the House amendment, Except for
conforming changes in the title, the follow-
ing statement explains the differences he-
tween the House amendment and the sub-
stitute agreed to in conference.

The Senate bill amended section 403 (b)
of the Civil Aeronautics Act of 1938 to per-
mit all air carriers and foreign air carriers,
under such terms and conditions as the Civil
Aeronautics Board may prescribe, to grant
free or reduced-rate transportation to minis-
ters of religion on a space avallable basis.

The House amendment, which struck out
all of the Senate bill after the enacting
clause, amended section 403 (b) of the Civil
Aeronautics Act of 1938 to permit only those
air carriers and foreign alr earriers not re-
celving so-called subsidy payments deter-
mined by the Civil Aeronautics Board under
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section 406 of such act and payable by such
Board pursuant to Reorganization Plan No.
10 of 1853, during any period with respect to
which such carriers grant reduced-rate trans-
portation, to grant reduced-rate transpor-
tation, but not free transportation, to min-
isters of religlon under such terms and con-
ditions as such Board may prescribe. The
House amendment did not contain a provi-
slon relating to the avallability of space.
The substitute agreed to by the commit-

tee of conference permits all air carriers and
forelgn alr carrlers, under such terms and
conditions as the Civil Aeronautics Board
may prescribe, to grant reduced-rate trans-
portation, but not free transportation, to
ministers of religion, without regard to
whether such carriers are receiving so-
called subsidy payments determined by
such Board under section 406 of such act
and payable by such Board pursuant to Re-
organization Plan No. 10 of 1953. Under the
substitute such reduced-rate transportation
will be provided only on & space available
basls. The test to be applied in determining
the avallability of space is whether space is
avallable on the aircraft immediately prior
to the time of takeoff. This test, in effect,
eliminates any possibility of granting re-
duced-rate transportation to ministers of re-
ligion which would interfere with the transe
portation of first-class-ticket holders.

OREN HARRIS,

F. ERTEL CARLYLE,

PETER F'. MACK, Jr.,

CHAS, A. WOLVERTON,

CarL HINSHAW,

Managers on the Part of the House,

The conference report was agreed to.
. l?l motion to reconsider was laid on the
able.

CONSTRUCTION OF HEALTH
RESEARCH FACILITIES

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. Speaker, I call up
the conference report on the bill (S. 849)
to provide assistance to certain non-
Federal institutions for construction of
facilities for research in crippling and
killing diseases such as cancer, heart dis-
ease, poliomyelitis, nervous disorders,
mental illness, arthritis, and rheuma-
tism, blindness, cerebral palsy, tubercu-
losis, multiple sclerosis, epilepsy, cystic
fibrosis, and muscular dystrophy, and for
other purposes, and ask unanimous con-
sent that the statement of the managers
on the part of the House may be read in
lieu of the report.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Arkansas?

There was no objection.

The Clerk read the statement.

The conference report and statement
are as follows:

ConrerENCE Rerort (H. Repr. No. 2773)

The committee of conference on the dis-
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the
amendments of the House to the bill (S. 849)
to provide assistance to certain non-Federal
institutions for construction of facilities for
research in crippling and killing diseases
such as cancer, heart disease, poliomyelitls,
nervous disorders, mental illness, arthritis
and rheumatism, blindness, cerebral palsy,
tuberculosls, multiple sclerosis, epilepsy,
cystic fibrosis, and muscular dystrophy, and
for other purposes, having met, after full
and free conference, have agreed to recom=-
mend and do recommend to their respective
Houses as follows:
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That the Senate recede from its disagree-
ment to the amendment of the House to the
text of the bill, and agree to the same with
the following amendments:

(1) On page 6 of the House engrossed
amendments, in line 9, strike out “1958” and
insert *“1957";

(2) On page 5 of the House engrossed
amendments, in line 17, strike out *“1959"
and insert *“1958";

(3) On page 10 of the House engrossed
amendments, in line 9, strike out *“1858" and
insert “1957"; and

(4) On page 10 of the House engrossed
amendments, in line 15, strike out "“1959”
and insert “1858",

And the House agree to the same.

That the Senate recede from its disagree-
ment to the amendment of the House to the
title of the bill and agree to the same.,

OREN HARRIS,

F. ErRTEL CARLYLE,

KeENNETH A. ROBERTS,

MarTIN DIES,

Cuas. A. WOLVERTON,

CArL HinsHAW,

Managers on the Part of the House.

LisTER HILL,

JAMES E. MURRAY,

HerBERT H. LEHMAN,

H. ALEXANDER SMITH,

WiLLIAM A. PURTELL,
Managers on the Part of the Senate.

STATEMENT

The managers on the part of the House
at the conference on the disagreeing votes
of the two Houses on the amendments of the
House to the bill (8. 849) to provide assist-
ance to certain non-Federal institutions for
construction of facilitles for research in
erippling and killing diseases such as cancer,
heart disease, poliomyelitis, nervous dis-
orders, mental illness, arthritis and rheuma=-
tism, blindness, cerebral palsy, tuberculosis,
multiple sclerosis, epilepsy, cystic fibrosis,
and muscular dystrophy, and for other pur-
poses, submit the following statement in ex-
planation of the effect of the action agreed
upon by the conferees and recommended in
the accompanying conference report:

The Senate bill established a three-year
program of construction of facilities for re-
search into certain killing and crippling
diseases, to begin July 1, 1955.

The House amendment is a substitute for
the text of the Senate bill, and establishes
a three-year program for construction of
health research facilities, to begin July 1,
1957.

The Senate recedes with amendments.
The conference agreement provides that the
program of construction shall be a three-
year program, beginning during the fiscal
year which ends June 30, 1857, and makes
corresponding changes in other dates speci-
fied in the House amendment.

OREN HARRIS,

F. ERTEL CARYLE,

KENNETH A. ROBERTS,

MARTIN DIES,

CHAS. A. WOLVERTON,

CARr HINSHAW,
Managers on the Part of the House.

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the statement
of the managers on the part of the House
may be printed in the REecorp at this
point.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Arkansas?

There was no objection.

(The statement reads as follows:)
STATEMENT OF THE MANAGERS ON THE PART
OF THE HOUSE

The managers on the part of the House
at the conference on the disagreeing votes
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of the two Houses on the amendments of the
House to the bill (8, 849) to provide assist-
ance to certain non-Federal institutions for
construction of facilitles for research in
crippling and killing diseases such as cancer,
heart disease, poliomyelltis, nervous disor-
ders, mental illness, arthritis and rheuma-
tism, blindness, cerebral palsy, tuberculosis,
multiple sclerosis, epilepsy, cystic fibrosis,
and muscular dystrophy, and for other pur-
poses, submit the following statement in ex-
planation of the effect of the action agreed
upon by the conferees and recommended in
the accompanying conference report:

The Senate bill established a 3-year pro-
gram of construction of facilities for research
into certain killing and crippling diseases, to
begin July 1, 1955.

The House amendment is a substitute for
the text of the Senate bill, and estabilshes a
3-year program for construction of health
research facilities, to begin July 1, 1957.

The BSenate recedes with amendments.
The conference agreement provides that the
program of construction shall be a 3-year
program, beginning during the fiscal year
which ends June 30, 1957, and makes corre-
sponding changes in other dates specified in
the House amendment.

OREN HARRIS,

F. ERTEL CABLYLE,

EENNETH A. ROBERTS,

MarTIN DIES,

CHas. A. WOLVERTON,

CARL HINSHAW,
Managers on the Part of the House.

The conference report was agreed to.
A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

MASS TRANSPORTATION IN THE
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. Speaker, I call up
the conference report on the bill (S.
3073) to provide for an adequate and
economically sound transportation sys-
tem or systems to serve the District of
Columbia and its environs, and for other
purposes, and ask unanimous consent
that the statement of the managers on
the part of the House may be read in
lieu of the report.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

Mr. HESELTON. Mr. Speaker, re-
serving the right to object, will the gen-
tleman tell us what this bill is?

Mr. HARRIS. Yes; this deals with
transportation for the District of Co-
lumbia.

Mr. HESELTON. Will the gentleman
yield to me to ask 2 or 3 questions?

Mr. HARRIS. Yes; as soon as it is
reported.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Arkansas?

There was no objection.

The Clerk read the statement.

The conference report and statement
are as follows:

ConFERENCE RePoRT (H. REPT. No 2751)

The committee of conference on the dis-
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the
amendments of the House to the bill (S.
3073) to provide for an adequate and eco-
nomically sound transportation system or
systems to serve the District of Columbia
and its environs, and for other purposes,
having met, after full and free conference,
have agreed to recommend and do recom-
mend to their respective Houses as follows:

That the SBenate recede from its disagree-
ment to the amendment of the House to
the text of the bill and agree to the same
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with an amendment as follows: In lieu of the
matter proposed to be inserted by the House
amendment insert the following:
“TITLE I
“Part 1.—Franchise provisions

“SeEcTION 1. (a) There is hereby granted
to D. C. Transit System, Ine., a corporation
of the District of Columbia (referred to in
this part as the ‘Corporation’) a franchise
to operate a mass transportation system of
passengers for hire within the District of
Columbia and between the District of Co-
lumbia and points within the area (re-
ferred to in this part as the ‘Washington
Metropolitan Area’') comprising all of the
District of Columbia, the cities of Alexan-
dria and Falls Church, and the counties of
Arlington and Fairfax in the Commonwealth
of Virginia and the counties of Montgom-
ery and Prince Georges in the State of Mary-
land, subject, however, to the rights to ren-
der service within the Washington Metro-
politan Area possessed, at the time this sec-
tion takes effect, by other common carriers
of passengers: Provided, That nothing in
this section shall be construed to exempt
the Corporation from any law or ordinance
of the Commonwealth of Virginia or the
State of Maryland or any political subdi=
vision of such Commonwealth or State, or
of any rule, regulation, or order issued under
the authority of any such law or ordinance,
or from applicable provisions of the Inter-
state Commerce Act and rules and regula-
tions prescribed thereunder.

“(b) Wherever reference is made in this
part to ‘D. C. Transit System, Inc.’ or to the
‘Corporation’, such reference shall include
the successors and assigns of D. C. Transit
System, Inc.

“(c) As used in this part the term ‘“fran-
chise’ means all the provisions of this part 1.

“Sec. 2. (a) This franchise is granted for
a term of twenty years: Provided, however,
That Congress reserves the right to repeal
this franchise at any time for its non-use.

“(b) In the event of cancellation of this
franchise by Congress after seven years from
the date this franchise takes effect for any
reason other than non-use, the Corporation
walves its claim for any damages for loss of
franchise. 4

“Sec. 3. No competitive street railway or
busline, that is, bus or railway line for the
transportation of passengers of the character
which runs over a given route on a fixed
schedule, shall be established to operate in
the District of Columbia without the prior
issuance of a certificate by the Public Utili=
ties Commission of the District of Columbia
(referred to in this part as the ‘Commis-
sion’) to the effect that the competitive line
is necessary for the convenience of the
publie.

“Sec. 4, It is hereby declared as a matter
of legislative policy that in order to assure
the Washington Metropolitan Area of an
adequate transportation system operating as
a private enterprise, the Corporation, in ac-
cordance with standards and rules prescribed
by the Commission, should be afforded the
opportunity of earning such return as to
make the Corporation an attractive invest-
ment to private investors. As an incldent
thereto the Congress finds that the oppor-
tunity to earn a return of at least 615 per
centum net after all taxes properly charge-
able to transportation operations, including
but not limited to income taxes, on either
the system rate base or on gross operating
revenues would not be unreasonable, and
that the Commission should encourage and
facilitate the shifting to such gross operat-
ing revenue base as promptly as possible and
as conditions warrant; and if conditions war-
rant not later than August 15, 1958. It is
further declared as a matter of legislative
policy that if the Corporation does provide
the Washington Metropolitan Area with a
good public transportation system, with
reasonable rates, the Congress will maintain
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a continuing interest in the welfare of the
Corporation and its investors.

“ggc, 5. The initial schedule of rates
which shall be effective within the District
of Columbia upon commencement of opera-
tions by the Corporation shall be the same
as that effective for service by Capital
Transit Company approved by the Com-
missioners of the District of Columbia pur-
suant to the Act of August 14, 1955 (Public
Law No. 380, B4th Congress; 69 Stat. 724), in
‘effect on the date of the enactment of this
Act, and shall continue in effect until Au-
gust 15, 1957, and thereafter until super-
seded by a schedule of rates which becomes
effective under this section., Whenever on
or after August 15, 1957, the Corporation
files with the Commi=sion a new schedule of
rates, such new schedule shall become effec-
tive on the tenth day after the date of such
fillng, unless the Commission prescribes a
lesser time within which such new schedule
shall go into effect, or unless prior to such
tenth day the Commission suspends the
operation of such new schedule. Such sus-
pension shall be for a period of not to exceed
one hundred twenty days from the date such
new schedule is filed. If the Commission
suspends such new schedule it shall immedi-
ately give notice of a hearing upon the
matter and, after such hearing and within
such suspension period, shall determine and
by order fix the schedule of rates to be
charged by the Corporation. If the Com-
mission does not enter an order, to take
effect at or prior to the end of the period of
suspension, fixing the schedule of rates to be
charged by the Corporation, the suspended
schedule filed by the Corporation may be
put into effect by the end of such period,
and shall remain in effect until the Com-
mission has issued an appropriate order
based on such proceeding.

“Spc. 6. The Corporation is hereby au-
thorized and empowered to engage in special
charter or sightseeing services subject to
compliance with applicable laws, rules and
regulations of the District of Columbia and
of the municipalities or political subdivi-
sions of the States in which such service is
to be performed, and with applicable pro-
visions of the Interstate Commerce Act and
rules and regulations prescribed thereunder.

“Sec. 7. The Corporation shall be obligated
to initiate and carry out a plan of gradual
conversion of its street railway operations to
bus operations within seven years from the
date of the enactment of this Act upon terms
and conditions prescribed by the Commis-
sion, with such regard as is reasonably. pos-
slble when appropriate to the highway de-
velopment plans of the District of Colum-=-
bia and the economies implicit in coordinat-
ing the Corporation’s track removal program
with such plans; except that upon good and
sufficient cause shown the Commission may
in its discretion extend beyond seven years,
the period for carrying out such conversion.
All of the provisions of the full paragraph
of the District of Columbia Appropriation
Act, 1942 (56 Btat. 499, 533), under the title
‘HicHEwWAY Funp, GaAsOLINE Tax AND MoOTOR
VeHicLE FeEs’, subtitle °‘STREET IMPROVE-
MENTS’, relating to the removal of aban-
doned tracks, regrading of track areas, and
paving abandoned track areas, shall be ap-
plicable to the Corporation.

“Sec. 8. (a) As of August 15, 1958, para-
graph numbered 5 of section 6 of the Act
entitled ‘An Act making appropriations to
provide for the expenses of the Government
of the District of Columbia for the fiscal year
ending June thirtieth, nineteen hundred and
three, and for other purposes’, approved July
1, 1802, as amended (D. C. Code, sec. 47-1701),
is amended by striking out the third and
fourth sentences and inserting in lieu there=-
of the following: ‘Each gas, electric-light=
ing, and telephone company shall pay, in ad-
dition to the taxes herein mentioned, the
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franchise tax imposed by the District of Co-
lumbia Income and Franchise Tax Act of
1947, and the tax imposed upon stock in
trade of dealers in general merchandise un-
der paragraph numbered 2 of section 6 of sald
Act approved July 1, 1902, as amended.’

“(b) Notwithstanding subsection (a) of
this section, the Corporation shall be exempt
from the following taxes:

*{1) The gross sales tax levied under the
District of Columbia Sales Tax Act;

“{2) The compensating use tax levied un-
der the District of Columbia Use Tax Act;

“(38) The excise tax upon the issuance of
titles to motor vehicles and trailers levied
under subsection (j) of section 6 of the Dis~
trict of Columbia Traffic Act of 1925, as
amended (D. C. Code, sec. 40-603 (]) (4)):

“(4) The taxes imposed on tangible per-
sonal property, to the same extent that the
Capital Transit Company was exempt from
such taxes immediately prior to the effective
date of this section under the provisions of
the Act of July 1, 1902, as amended; and

“(5) The mileage tax imposed by subpara-
graph (b) of paragraph 31 of section 7 of the
Act epproved July 1, 1902, as amended (D. C.
Code, sec. 47-2331 (b)). .

“Sec. 9. (a) Except as herelnafter provided,
the Corporation shall not, with respect to
motor fuel purchased on or after September
1, 1956, pay any part of the motor vehicle
fuel tax levied under the Act entitled ‘An
Act to provide for a tax on motor vehicle
fuels sold within the District of Columbia,
and for other purposes’, approved April 23,
1824, as amended (D. C. Code, title 47, chap-
ter 19).

*(b) For the purposes of this section—

“(1) the term ‘a 6% per centum rate of
return’ means a 615 per centum rate of re-
turn net after all taxes properly chargeable
to transportation operations, including but
not limited to income taxes, on the system
rate base of the Corporation, except that with
respect to any period for which the Commis-
sion utilizes the operating ratio method to
fix the rates of the Corporation, such term
shall mean a return of 614 per centum net
after all taxes properly chargeable to trans-
portation operations, including but not lim-
ited to income taxes, based on gross operat-
ing revenues; and

“(2) the term ‘full amount of the Federal
income taxes and the District of Columbia
franchise tax levied upon corporate income’
means the amount which would have been
payable in the absence of write-offs in con-
nection with the retirement of street rallway
property as contemplated by section 7T of this
part, but only to the extent that such write-
offs are not included as an operating expense
in determining net earnings for rate-making
purposes,

“(c) As soon as practicable after the
twelve-month period ending on August 31,
1957, and as soon as practicable after the end
of each subsequent twelve-month period
ending on August 31, the Commission shall
determine the Corporation’s net operating
income for such twelve-month period and
the amount in dollars by which it exceeds or
is less than a 614 per centum rate of return
for such twelve-month period. In such de-
termination the Commission shall include
as an operating expense the full amount of
the motor vehicle fuel tax which would be
due but for the provisions of this section
on the motor fuel purchased by the Corpo-
ration during the twelve-month period, and
the full amount of the Federal income taxes
and the District of Columbia franchise tax
levied upon corporate income. The Commis-
sion shall certify its determination to the
Commissioners of the District of Columbia
or their designated agent. If the net operat-
ing income so certified by the Commission
equals or is more than a 64 per centum rate
of return, the Corporation shall be required
to pay to such Commissloners, or their desig-
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nated agent, the full amount of the motor
vehicle fuel taxes due on the purchases of
motor fuel made by the Corporation during
such twelve-month period. If the net op-
erating income so certified is less than a
61, per centum rate of return, the Corpora-
tion shall pay to such Commissioners, or
their designated agent, in full satisfaction
of the motor vehicle fuel tax for such period
an amount, if any, equal to the full amount
of said motor vehicle fuel tax reduced by the
amount necessary to raise the Corporation’s
rate of return to 6! per centum for such
period, after taking into account the effect
of such reduction on the amount of the
Federal income taxes and the District of Co-
lumbia franchise tax levied upon corporate
income payable by the Corporation for such
period. Within thirty days after being noti-
fied by the sald Commissioners or their des-
ignated agent of the amount of the motor
vehicle fuel tax due under this section, the
Corporation shall pay such amount to the
said Commissioners or their designated
agent.

“(d) If not paid within the period speci-
fied in subsection (¢), the motor vehicle fuel
tax payable under this section and the
penalties thereon may be collected by the
Commissioners of the District of Columbia
or their designated agent in the manner pro-
vided by law for the collection of taxes due
the District of Columbia on personal prop-
erty in force at the time of such collection;
and liens for the motor vehicle fuel tax pay-
able under subsectlon (c) and penalties
thereon may be acquired in the same man-
ner that liens for personal property taxes are
acquired.

*{e) Where the amount of the motor ve=-
hicle fuel tax payable under subsection (c¢),
or any part of such amount, is not paid on
or before the time specified therein for such
payment, there shall be collected, ss part
of the tax, interest upon such unpaid
amount at the rate of one-half of 1 per
centum per month or portion of a month.

“(f) The Commiesioners of the District of
Columbia or their designated agent are here-
by authorized and directed to issue to the
Corporation such certificates as may be
necessary to exempt it from paying any im-
porter the motor vehicle fuel tax imposed
by such Act of April 23, 1924, as amended,
or as hereafter amended.

“(g) (1) From and after the time fixed in
paragraph (2) of this subsection the Cor-
poration shall not be required to pay real
estate taxes upon any real estate owned by
it in the District of Columbia and used and
useful for the conduct of its public trans-
portation operations to the extent that the
Commission has determined under such
rules and regulations as it may issue that
the Corporation’s net operating income in
the previous year was insufficlent, after giv=-
ing effect to the tax relief provided in the
preceding subsections, to afford it a 6%
per centum rate of return.

“(2) This subsection shall take effect
upon the completion of the program con-
templated in sectlon 7 of this part, as cer-
tified by the Commission to the Commisslon-
ers of the District of Columbia, or at such
earlier time as the Commission may find that
the sald program has been so substantially
completed that the taking effect of this sub-
section would be appropriate in the public
interest and shall so certify to the Commis-
sioners of the District of Columbia.

“Sec. 10. (a) The Corporation shall not be
charged any part of the expense of remov-
ing, sanding, salting, treating, or handling
snow on the streets of the District of Co-
lumbia, except that the Corporation shall
sweep snow from the streetcar tracks at its
own expense so long as such tracks are in
use by the Corporation.

*“(b) The paragraph which begins ‘Here-
after every street railway company’ which
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appears under the heading ‘Streets’ In the
Act entitled ‘An Act making appropriations
to provide for the expenses of the govern-
ment of the District of Columbia for the
fiscal year ending June thirtieth, nineteen
hundred and thirteen, and for other pur-
poses’, approved June 26, 1912 (D. C. Code,
sec. 7-614), is hereby repealed.

“Sgc, 11. The provisions of law set forth in
Title 43, sections 501 through 503 of the
District of Columbia code shall not be deemed
to restrict any merger or consolidation of
the Corporation with any other company or
companies engaged in mass transportation in
the District of Columbia or the Washington
Metropolitan Area: Provided, however, That
any such merger or consolidation shall be
subject to the approval of the Commission.

“Sec. 12. Nothing in this part shall pre-
vent the transfer, by or under the authority
of any other Act of Congress, to any other
agency of any of the functions which are
by this part granted to or imposed upon the
Commission.

“Sgc. 18. (a) The Corporation is hereby au-
thorized to issue or create loans, morigages,
deeds of trust, notes or other securities to
any banking or other institution or institu-
tions and to Capital Transit Company, with
respect to the acquisition of assets of Capi-
tal Transit Company (including any corpo-
ration controlled by Capital Transit Com-
pany), provided that the interest rate
thereon shall not exceed 5 per centum per
annum, but the aggregate principal shall
not exceed the cost of acquiring the assets
of Capital Transit Company.

“(b) (1) Section 5 of the Interstate Com-
merce Act shall not be construed to require
the approval or authorization of the Inter-
state Commerce Commission of any transac-
tion within the scope of paragraph (2) of
such section 5 if the only parties to such
transaction are the Corporation (including
any corporation wholly controlled by the
Corporation) and the Capital Transit Com-
pany (including any corporation wholly con-
trolled by the Capital Transit Company).
The issuance or creation of any securities
provided for in subsection (a) shall not be
subject to the provisions of section 20a of
the Interstate Commerce Act.

“(2) No approval of the acquisition of as-
sets referred to in subsection (a), or of the
issuance or creation of any securities pro-
vided for in subsection (a) in connection
with such acquisition, shall be required from
any District of Columbia agency or commis-
sion.

*“(c) This section shall not apply to any
issuance of securities constituting a public
offering to which the Securities Act of 1933
applies.

“(d) Notwithstanding the provisions of
section 409 (a) of the Civil Aeronautics Act
of 1938—

“{1) no air carrier shall be required (be-
cause of the fact that a person becomes or
remains an officer, director, member or stock-
holder holding a controlling interest of the
Corporation, or of any common carrier con-
trolled by the Corporation which is engaged
in mass transportation of passengers for hire
in the Washington Metropolitan Area, or is
elected or reelected as an officer or director)
to secure the authorization or approval of
the Clvil Aeronautics Board in order to have
and retain such person as an officer or di-
rector, or both, of such air carrier if such
person is an officer or director of such air
carrier at the time this section takes effect;
and

“(2) no person who, at the time this sec-
tion takes effect, is an officer or director of
an air carrier shall be required to secure
the approval of the Civil Aeronautics Board
in order to hold the position of officer, di-
rector, member or stockholder holding a
controlling interest of the Corporation or of
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any common carrier controlled by the Cor-
poration which is engaged in mass trans-
poration of passengers for hire in the Wash-
ington Metropolitan Area.

“As used in this subsection, the term ‘air
carrier’ has the same meaning as when
used in section 408 (a) of the Civil Aero-
nautics Act of 1938.

“(e) Notwithstanding section 20a (12) of
the Interstate Commerce Act, authorization
or approval of the Interstate Commerce
Commission shall not be required in order
to permit a person who is an officer or di-
rector of the Corporation to be also an
officer or director, or both, of any common
carrier controlled by the Corporation which
is engaged in mass transportation of passen-
gers for hire in the Washington Metropolitan
Area.

“Sgc. 14. The Corporation, at the time it
acquires the assets of Capital Transit Com-
pany, shall become subject to, and respon-
sible for, all liabilities of Caplital Transit
Company of whatever kind or nature, known
or unknown, in existence at the time of
such acquisition, and shall submit to suit
therefor as though it had been originally
liable, and the creditors of Capital Transit
Company shall have as to the Corporation
all rights and remedies which they would
otherwise have had as to Capital Transit
Company: Provided, however, That the Cor-
poration shall not be liable to any dissenting
stockholder of Capital Transit Company for
the fair value of the stock of any such stock-
holder who shall qualify to be entitled to re-
celve payment of such fair value. No ac-
tion or proceeding in law or in equity, or be-
fore any Federal or District of Columbia
agency or commission, shall abate in con-
sequence of the provisions of this section,
but such action or proceeding may be con-
tinued in the name of the party by or against
which it was begun, except that in the dis-
cretion of the court, agency, or commission
the Corporation may be substituted for the
Capital Transit Company. In any and all
such actions or proceedings, the Corpora-
tion shall have, and be entitled to assert,
any and all defenses of every kind and
nature which are or would be available to
Capital Transit Company or which Capital
Transit Company would be entitled to as-
sert.

“Part 2—DMiscellaneous provisions

“Sgc. 21. (a) Section 14 of the joint resolu-
tion entitled ‘Joint resolution to authorize
the merger of street-railway corporations op-
erating in the District of Columbia, and for
other purposes’, approved January 14, 1933
(47 Stat. 752), as amended (Public Law 389,
Eighty-fourth Congress), is hereby repealed
to the extent that such section repeals the
charter of Capital Transit Company, without
thereby affecting the termination of its fran-

se.

“(b) Upon the taking effect of part 1 of
this title, Capital Transit Company shall not
be authorized to engage in business as owner
or operator of electric railway, passenger mo-
tor bus, public transportation of passengers,
or common carrier of passengers within, to,
or from the Washington Metropolitan Area.

“(e) Capital Transit Company shall con-
tinue to exist as a corporation incorporated
under the provisions of subchapter 4 of chap-
ter 18 of the Act entitled ‘An Act to establish
a code of laws for the Distriet of Columbia’,
approved March 3, 1801, as amended (D. C.
Code, title 29, ch. 2), under its certificate of
incorporation, as amended, and Capital
Transit Company may amend its charter in
any manner provided under the laws of the
District of Columbia and may avail itself of
the provisions of the District of Columbia
Business Corporations Act In respect to a
change of its name and may become incor-
porated or reincorporated thereunder in any
manner as therein provided. Nothing re-
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ferred to In this title, or the sale and vesting
of the assets of Capital Transit Company,
referred to therein, shall cause or require the
corporate dissolution of Capital Transit
Company.

“Sec. 22. Nothing in this title shall be
deemed to extend the franchise of Capital
Transit Company beyond August 14, 1956, or,
except as otherwise provided in this section,
to relieve Capital Transit Company of any
obligation to remove from the streets and
highways at its own expense all of its prop-
erty and facilities and to restore the streets
and highways in accordance with the provi-
sions of the District of Columbia Appropria-
tion Act, 1942 (55 Stat. 499, 533) in the
event the Corporation fails to acquire the as-
sets of Capital Transit Company. If part 1
of this title takes effect, Capital Transit Com-
pany shall thereupon be relieved of all lia-
bility to remove from the streets and high-
ways of the District of Columbia all of its
properties and facilities and to restore such
streets and highways.

“Sec, 23. The powers and jurisdiction of
the Public Utilities Commission of the Dis-
trict of Columbia with respect to Capital
Transit Company shall cease and be at an
:ﬂ? upon the taking effect of part 1 of this

e.
*““TITLE IT

“Sec. 201. (a) Part 1 of title I shall take
effect on August 15, 1956, but only if prior
thereto D. C. Transit System, Inc. (referred
to in this title as the 'Corporation’) has
acquired the assets of Capital Transit Com-=-
pany and has notified the Commissioners of
the District of Columbia in writing that it
will engage in the transportation of passen=-
gers within the District of Columbia begin=
ning on August 15, 1956. If the Corporation
has not acquired the assets of Capital Transit
Company prior to August 15, 1956, but does
thereafter acquire such assets, the Corpora=-
tion shall, on the date of such acquisition,
give written notice thereof to the Commis-
sioners, and part 1 of title I shall take effect
upon such date of acquisition.

“(b) Part 2 of title I, and this title, shall
take effect upon the date of the enactment
of this Act.

“Sec. 202. If it is determined by the Com-
missioners of the District of Columbia that,
due to any act or omission on the part of the
Corporation, the Corporation has not ac-
quired the assets of Capital Transit Com-
pany and if such Commissioners approve a
valid contract, ratified and approved by the
required number of stockholders of Capital
Transit Company, between Capital Transit
Company and some other corporation pro-
viding for the acquisition of such assets and
if such other corporation is also approved by
such Commissioners as capable of performing
the operation contemplated by the franchise
provisions of part 1 of title I, then the terms
‘D. C. Translt System, Inc.' and ‘Corporation’
as used in this Act shall be deemed to mean
such other corporation for all purposes of
this Act.

“Sec. 203, If part 1 of title I of this Act
does not take effect on August 15, 1056, the
Commissioners of the District of Columbia
may authorize (including authorization of
such contractual agreements as may be
necessary) such mass transportation of pas-
sengers within the District of Columbia, be-
ginning on and after August 15, 1956, and
until such date as part 1 of title I of this
Act takes effect, as may be necessary for the
convenience of the public. Such transporta-
tion shall be furnished to the public at such

-rates and under such terms and regulations

as may be recommended by the Public Utili-
tles Commission and approved by the Com-
missioners of the District of Columbia.*

And the House agree to the same.

That the title of the bill be amended to
read as follows: "“An Act to grant a franchise
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to D. C, Transit System, Inc., and for other
purposes.”
ORrREN HARRIS,
JorN BELL WILLIAMS,
PeTER F. MaACK, Jr.,
WALTER ROGERS,
CHas. A. WOLVERTON,
CARL HINSHAW,
James I. DOLLIVER,
Managers on the Part of the House.

PAT MCNAMARA,

WayYNE MORSE,

AraN BIBLE,

J. GLENN BEALL,

Crirrorp P. CASE,
Managers on the Part of the Senate.

BTATEMENT

The managers on the part of the House at
the conference on the disagreeing votes of
the two Houses on the amendments of the
House to the bill (S. 3073) to provide for an
adequate and economically sound transpor-
tation system or systems to serve the District
of Columbia and it environs, and for other
purposes, submit the following statenrent in
explanation of the effect of the actlon agreed
upon by the conferees and recommended in
the accompanying conference report:

The House amendment to the text struck
out all of the Senate bill after the enacting
clause and inserted a substitute. The Senate
recedes from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the House, with an amendment
which is a substitute for both the Senate bill
and the House amendment. The essential
differences between the House amendment
and the substitute agreed to in conference
are noted below.

THE SENATE BILL AND THE HOUSE AMENDMENT

The bill as passed by the Senate was de-
signed to make provision for mass transpor-
tation of passengers in the Washington met-
ropolitan area after August 14, 1956, the
date on which the franchise of the Capital
Transit Co. expires.

It provided, initially, for an “interim” pub-
lic authority, to be an agency and instru-
mentality of the District of Columbila, with
broad powers to do everything necessary in
order to acquire and operate such a mass
transportation system, including the author-
ity to acquire property by eminent domain,
to issue tax exempt obligations in order to
finance its operations, to fix rates and fares,
to employ all necessary personnel, and so on.

The interim public authority would have
been given power to sell to any private oper-
ator found by it to be suitable, at any time
prior to August 15, 1959, the transportation
properties acquired and operated by it. In
that event the interim public authority
would have ceased to exist. In case of any
such disposition of the properties, the Com-
missioners of the District would have been
empowered to grant to the purchaser a fran-
chise to operate in the District of Columbia,
together with such exemptions from District
of Columbia taxes as the Commissioners
deemed advisable,

It was provided, however, that if the in-
terim public authority did not thus dispose
of its transportation properties to a private
operator before August 15, 1859, the interim
public authority should become a permanent
public authority, with power to operate in
perpetuity.

The provisions of the House amendment
were designed to keep the transit system in
the District of Columbia in the hands of pri-
vate ownership by extending, with modifica-
tions, the franchise of Capital Transit Com-
pany. The modifications were essentlally as
follows:

(1) The section of law which repealed the
charter and franchise of Capital Transit
Company would have been repealed, thus
restoring to Capital Transit Company its
charter and franchise.
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(2) A system rate base of a specific amount
would have been established for the Capital
Transit Company.

(3) A legislative determination would
have been made that a return of 64 percent
on the system rate base was a fair return
which the Company should be afforded the
opportunity to earn.

(4) The rates of fare presently being
charged would have been frozen until August
15, 1857, and thereafter a new procedure
would have been established, designed to ex-
pedite action on rate applications filed by the
Company.

(6) Capital Transit Company would have
been exempted from the gross receipts tax of
the District of Columbia and would have con-
tinued to be exempt from the District of
Columbia mileage tax, gross sales tax, com~
pensating use tax, excise tax on motor vehicle
titles, and tangible personal property taxes
to the same extent that it is presently exempt
from such taxes,

(68) If the Capital Transit Co. falled in
any year to earn a 614 percent return on its
system rate base, it would have been forgiven
the payment of the Distriet of Columbia
motor vehicle fuel tax to the extent necessary
to bring its return up to 6% percent for the
year.

(7) Capital Transit Co. would have been
required to sweep its streetcar tracks at its
own expense and would have been relieved
of all other snow removal expense.

(8) It would have been the duty of Capi-
tal Transit Co. to gradually convert to an
all-bus operation but no specific time for
completion of the conversion would have
been provided.

(9) The Capital Transit Co. would have
been relieved of the necessity to obtain Pub-
lic Utility Commission approval of evidences
of indebtedness payable in 1 year or less.

THE CONFERENCE SUBSTITUTE

Briefly, the conference substitute provides
for the grant of a franchise to a private
operator, D. C. Transit System, Inc. (here-
inafter referred to as the “Corporation').
The award of a franchise to the Corporation
was recommended by the Commissioners of
the District of Columbia and the terms of the
franchise which this legislation proposes to
grant are substantially as recommended by
such Commissioners. The conference agree-
ment also contains provisions to empower the
Commissioners to take appropriate steps to
insure continuance of transportation service
in case the Corporation does not, for any
reason, begin operations on August 15, the
day after the expiration of Capital Transit’s
franchise.

The substitute agreed to in conference
consists of titles I and II. Title I is divided
into parts 1 and 2.

Title 1, part 1

This part, which consists of sections 1 to
14, constitutes the franchise which this legis-
lation proposes to grant to the Corporation.

Subsection (a) of section 1 provides that
the franchise is granted for the operation
of a mass transportation system of passen-
gers for hire within the District of Columbia
and between the District of Columbia and
points in the area (referred to as the “Wash-
ington Metropolitan Area”) comprising all
of the District of Columbia, the cities of Alex-
andria and Falls Church, and the counties
of Arlington and Fairfax in the Common-
wealth of Virginia and the counties of Mont-
gomery and Prince Georges in the State of
Maryland. The franchise is subject to the
rights to render service within such area
possessed, at the time this provislon takes
effect, by other common carriers of pas=
sengers. The Corporation will not, by reason
of this section be relieved from compliance
with the laws of Virginia or Maryland, or re-
quirements imposed under authority thereof,
or with the Interstate Commerce Act and
rules and regulations prescribed thereunder.
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In the exerclse of the franchise rights granted
to it under this part, the Corporation will
be fully subject to the regulatory laws of
the District of Columbia which are appli-
cable to common carrier operations of the
character which it is to perform, except to
the extent that such laws are modified or
superseded by the provisions of this legis-
lation.

Subsection (b) of section 1 is included
merely in order to make it unnecessary to
repeat references to successors and assigns
of the Corporation in those places in part 1
where reference is made to the Corporation.
This subsection makes no change whatever
in any laws which otherwise would govern
the right of the Corporation to dispose of or
assign any of its assets or operating rights.
Compliance with such laws will be necessary
to the same extent as though this subsection
had not been enacted.

Subsection (c¢) of section 1 provides that
as used in part 1 the term “franchise” means
all the provisions of part 1.

Section 2 of the conference substitute pro-
vides that the franchise is granted for a term
of 20 years subject to the right of Congress
to repeal the franchise at any time for its
non-use.

Subsection (b) of section 2 provides that
in the event of cancellation by Congress of
the franchise at any time after T years fol-
lowing its effective date for any reason other
than non-use, the Corporation waives its
claim for any damages for loss of franchise.
This subsection is not intended to preclude
the Corporation’s property from belng valued
as that of a going concern in the determina-
tlon of any damages resulting from a can-
cellation of the franchise for any reason
other than non-use.

Section 8 is almost identical with a provi-
glon (section 4) of the so-called Merger
Act of 1933. It provides in effect that no
person or company may establish a com-
petitive street-railway or bus line for the
transportation of passengers in the District
of Columbia, over particular routes on fixed
schedules, without first having obtalned a
certificate from the Public Utilitles Commis-~
sion of the District of Columbia to the effect
that the competitive line is necessary for
the convenience of the publiec.

Section 4 contains a declaration of legis-
lative policy which, among other things, de-
clares that (1) the Corporation, in accord-
ance with standards and rules prescribed by
the Public Utilities Commission, should be
afforded the opportunity of earning such re-
turn as to make the Corporation an at-
tractive investment to private investors, (2)
Congress finds the opportunity to earn a
return of at least 64 percent net after all
taxes properly chargeable to transportation
operations, including but not limited to in-
come taxes, on either the system rate base
or on gross operating revenue would not be
unreasonable, and (3) the Commission
‘should encourage and facilitate the shifting
to such gross operating revenue base as
promptly as possible and as conditions war-
rant; and if conditions warrant not later
than August 15, 1958.

Bection 6 of the conference substitute pro-
vides that the rates authorized by the Com-
missioners of the District of Columbia under
Public Law 389, Eighty-fourth Congress,
which are in effect on the date of enactment
of the Act shall be the initial schedule of
rates effective within the District of Colum-
bia upon commencement of operations by the
Corporation, and shall continue in effect as
the schedule of rates until August 15, 1957,
and thereafter until superseded by a new
schedule of rates. If the Corporation files
a new schedule of rates on or after August
15, 1957, that schedule will take effect in 10
days, or at the end of any shorter period
the Public Utilities Commission may pre-
scribe, unless the Commission suspends the
operation of the rate schedule. The suspen-
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sion period may be of any length up to 120
days, but during that period the Commis~-
sion must hold a hearing and if it fails to
issue an order during that period fixing a
rate schedule, the Corporation may put the
suspended rate schedule into effect at the
end of the suspension period, and it will
remain in effect until the Commission issues
an appropriate order based upon the pro-
ceeding.

This sectlon 1s quite similar to the pro-
visions of section 2 (c) of the House amend-
ment with two exceptions, first, the maxi-
mum period of suspension permitted under
the House amendment was 80 days, instead of
120 days as provided in the conference sub-
stitute, and second, under the House bill if
the Commission failed to issue an order dur-
ing the suspension period, the suspended rate
schedule would have automatically gone into
effect at the end of such period and the Com-
mission would not thereafter been empow-
ered to issue any order based upon such pro-
ceeding.

Section 6 provides that the Corporation
may engage in special charter or sightseeing
service, subject to compliance with appli-
cable District of Columbia and State law, as
well as applicable provisions of the Inter-
state Commerce Act, and regulations pre-
scribed under such laws.

Section 7 of the conference substitute re-
quires the Corporation to complete conver-
sion of its street railway operations to bus
operations within 7 years from the date of
enactment of this Act, upon terms and con-
ditions prescribed by the Commission, with
such conversion to be tied in with the high-
way development plans of the District of
Columbia to the extent such a tie-in is pos-
sible. It is also provided that the Commis-
slon may extend the time beyond 7 years
upon good and sufficient cause. The Corpo-
ration is made subject to all of the duties and
responsibilities which Capital Transit Com-
pany is presently subject to relating to the
removal of abandoned tracks, regarding of
track areas, and paving of abandoned track
areas.

Section 6 of the House amendment pro-
vided with respect to Capital Transit Com-
pany that it was to carry out a plan of
gradual conversion of its street railway oper-
ations to bus operations in general con-
formity with the economic concepts con-
tained in the Gllman report which was . a
study and report made on the desirability of
conversion of street rallway operations to
motor bus. The House amendment contained
no specific date within which such conver-
slon should be completed.

Bubsection (a) of section 8 of the confer-
ence substitute relieves the Corporation of
the obligation to pay the 2 percent gross
receipts tax which under existing law it
would be required to pay upon commence-
ment of its operations in the District of
Columbia,

Subsection (b) of such section 8 specifi-
cally exempts the Corporation from the Dis-
trict of Columbia Sales Tax Act and the cor-
responding compensating use tax levied un-
der the District of Columbia Use Tax Act
(where purchases are made out of the Dis-
trict and brought into the District), and the
tax imposed on the issuance of titles to motor
vehicles. It also exempts the Corporation
from the District of Columbia taxes imposed
on tangible personal property to the same
extent that Capital Transit Company is ex-
empt from such taxes immediately prior to
the effective date of the section.

Section 3 of the House amendment con-
tained the same exemptions for the Capital
Tranglt Company as are provided for the
Corporation under section 8 of.the confer-
ence substitute.

Subsection (a) of section 9 specifically ex-
empts the Corporation from payment of Dis=-
triet of Columbia motor wehicle fuel taxes
except as provided for in the section.
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Subsection (b) defines certain terms which
are used in the section. The term “a 614 per
centum rate of return” is defined to mean a
61, percent rate of return net after all taxes
properly chargeable to transportation opera-
tions, including but not limited to income
taxes, on the system rate base or if the op-
erating ratio method Is used to fix rates, on
the gross operating revenues. The term
“full amount of the Federal income taxes and
the District of Columbia franchise tax
levied upon corporate income” is defined to
mean the amount which the Corporation
would have pald in the absence of write offs
in connection with the retirement of street
railway property as the result of conversion
to all-bus operation as provided in section 7
of the conference substitute, but only to the
extent that such write offs are not included
as an operating expense in determining net
earnings for rate-making purposes

Bubsection (e¢) is intended (1) 1;0 require
the Corporation on and after September 1,
1956, to pay the full amount of the motor
vehicle fuel tax due on motor fuel purchased
on or after that date, whenever the net
operating income of the company, after tak-
ing into consideration the full amount of the
motor-vehicle fuel tax which would be due
but for the provisions of this section, as de-
termined by the Public Utilities Commis-
sion for the preceding 12-month period end-
ing August 31, equals or exceeds a 614 percent
rate of return on the Corporation’s system
rate base for such period or on the gross
operating revenues of the Corporation, if the
operating ratio method is being used to fix
the rates of the Corporation, and (2) when-
ever the rate of return is less than 615, per=
cent to reduce the amount of the motor-
vehicle fuel tax payable by the Corporation
by whatever amount is necessary to provide
the Corporation with a 614 percent rate of
return. In determining whether the Cor-
poration has earned a return of 614 percent
for any 12-month period, the Commission 1is
required to include as an operating expense
the full amount of the motor-vehicle fuel tax
which would be due but for the provisions of
this section on motor fuel purchased by the
Corporation during the 12-month period and
the full amount of the Federal income taxes
and the District of Columbia franchise tax
levied upon corporate income. If the net
operating income of the Corporation, as cer-
tified by the Commission, is equal to, or more
than, & 64 percent rate of return, the Cor-
poration is required to pay the full amount
of the motor-vehicle fuel tax due on motor
fuel purchased by it during such 12-month
period. If the net operating income of the
Corporation, as certified by the Commission,
is less than a 614 percent rate of return, the
Corporation is required to pay in full satis-
faction of the motor-vehicle fuel tax for such
period an amount, if any, equal to the full
amount of the motor-vehicle fuel tax reduced
by the amount necessary to ralse the Cor-
poration's rate of return to 6l percent for
such period after taking into account the
effect of such reduction on the amount of
Federal income taxes and the District of
Columbia franchise tax levied upon cor-
porate income payable by the Corporation
for such period. If as the result of the in-
ability of the Corporation to acquire the
assets of Capital Transit Company prior to
August 31, 1956, the initial period with re-
spect to which this motor-vehicle fuel tax re-
lef is granted is less than a 12-month period,
it is intended that for such first period, an
appropriate pro rata computation be made
based on the percentage that the initial pe-
riod is of 12 months.

Bubsections (d) and (e) relate to the col-
lection of motor fuel taxes which are not
pald within the time referred to in subsection
(¢), together with penalties and interest.

Because of the uncertainty as to the
amount of motor vehicle fuel tax which
would be paid by the Corporation under this
section it is desirable that the importer who
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sells motor fuel to the Corporation not be
required to pay the tax on the motor fuel
purchased by the Corporation and that the
Corporation not be required in turn to pay
the amount of such tax to the importer,
Therefore, subsectlon (f) provides for the
issuance of the necessary certificates of ex-
emption to the Corporation.

Subsection (g) provides that if after com-
pletion of conversion to an all bus operation
as provided in section 7, or at such earlier
time as the Commission finds that the con-
version has been substantially completed
and certifies that fact to the Commissioners,
the Corporation, despite all other tax relief
granted to it, falls to earn a 614 percent rate
of return on either its system rate base or, if
the operating ratio method is being used, on
its gross operating revenues, the Corporation
shall not be required to pay real estate taxes
upon any real estate owned by it in the Dis-
trict of Columbia used and useful for the
conduct of its public transportation opera-
tions to the extent that the Public Utilities
Commission determines that its net operat=
ing income for the previous year was insuf-
ficlent to afford it a 6!, percent rate of re-
turn.

Section 9 follows the pattern for relief
from the District of Columbia motor vehicle
fuel tax which was proposed for Capital
Translt Company in section 4 of the House
amendment, with the exception that section
9 contemplates the future use of the operat-
ing ratio method for determining rates
and modifies the provisions of the House
amendment to the extent necess to take
care of that possibility. It further differs
from section 4 of the House amendment in
that contemplated write-offs of property as
the result of conversion to all-bus operation
{(to the extent such write-offs are not in-
cluded as operating expenses in determining
net earnings for rate-making purposes) are
permitted to be ignored in determining the
Corporation’s net operating income under
section 9, so that for such purpose, the Cor=
poration’s Federal income taxes and District
of Columbia taxes on corporate income are
established on the basis of what they would
have been but for such write-offs. Finally,
the House amendment contained no provi-
slon for relief of real estate taxes, as is pro-
vided in section 9 (g) of the conference
substitute.

Bection 10 (a) provides that the Corpora-
tion shall not be charged any part of the
expense of removing, sanding, salting, treat-
ing, or handling snow on the streets of the
District of Columbia, except that the Cor-
poration shall sweep snow from the street
car tracks at its own expense so long as such
tracks are in use by the Corporation. Sub-
section (b) of this section relates to this
same matter. Similar provisions with re-
spect to Capital Transit Company were in-
cluded in the House amendment,

Sectlon 11 is intended to make it clear that
certain specified provisions of District law
are not to be deemed to restrict any merger
or consolidation of the Corporation with any
other company or companies engaged in mass
transportation in the District or the Wash-
ington Metropolitan Area, but it Is expressly
provided that any such merger or consolida-
tion shall be subject to approval of the Pub-
lic Utllitles Commission.

Section 12 of the conference substitute is
included to insure that nothing in the fran-
chise will prevent the transfer in the future
to any other agency, by or pursuant to law,
of any of the functions which the franchise
grants to or imposes on the Public Utilities
Commission.

Section 13 contains several provisions in-
tended to authorize the doing of certain
things considered necessary or appropriate
in order to facilitate the carrying out by the
Corporation of its contract with Capital
Transit Company and the commencement of
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transportation operations under the fran-
chise.

Subsection (a) relates to the issuance or
crection of loans, mortgages, deeds of trust,
notes, or other securities to any banking or
other institution or institutions, and the
Capital Transit Company, in connection with
the contemplated acquisition of assets.

Subsection (b) would make it unnecessary
to secure Interstate Commerce Commission
approval of (1) the contemplated acquisi-
tion of assets, including certificates of public
convenience and necessity held by Capital
Transit Company or a wholly owned sub-
sidlary of it, or (2) the issuance of securities
provided for in subsection (a). It also pro=-
vides that the proposed acqulsition of assets
and issuance or creation of securities may be
accomplished without having to secure ap-
proval of any District of Columbia agency or
commission.

Subsection (c¢) provides that this section
ghall not apply to any issuance of securities
constituting a public offering to which the
Securities Act of 1833 applies.

The purpose of subsection (d) s to make
it possible for an individual who is now an
officer and director of an air carrier (as that
term 1s used in section 409 (a) of the Civil
Aeronautics Act of 1938) to hecome and con-
tinue to be connected with the Corporation
(or a subsidiary engaged in transportation in
the Washington Metropolitan Area) as an
officer or director or in certain other specified
capacities, without having to secure prior
approval of the Civil Aeronautics Beard un-
der section 409 (a) of the Clvil Aeronautics
Act of 1938.

Subsection (e) provides that section 20a
(12) of the Interstate Commerce Act shall
not require Interstate Commerce Commis-
slon approval In order for a person who is an
officer or director of the Corporation to also
be an officer or director of any subsidiary of
the Corporation engaged in mass transporta-
tion of passengers ln the Washington Metro-
politan Area.

Section 14 is a provision, substantially
similar to one contained in the contract
under which D. C. Transit System, Inc., is
to acquire the assets of Capital Transit
Company, spelling out the respects in which
D. C. Transit i1s to become subject to, and
responsible for, the liabilities of Capital
Transit Company.

Title I, part 2

This part consists of sections 21, 22, and
23.
The effect of these provisions is to insure
that Capital Transit Company will con=-
tinue to exist as a corporation, but it is
made clear that the termination of its fran-
chise, as heretofore provided by law, is un-
affected. If part 1 of title I takes effect,
Capital Transit Company is to be relieved of
all liability to remove from the streets and
highways of the District all of its proper-
tles and facilities and to restore such streets
and highways. However, if part 1 of title I
does not take effect, Capital Transit Com-
pany is not relieved of such liability.

Title II

This title consists of sections 201, 202,
and 203.

Bection 201 of title IT of the conference
substitute provides that part 1 (the fran-
chise provisions) of title I ghall take effect
on August 15, 1956, but only if prior thereto
D. C. Transit System, Inc. (referred to in
title II as the * tion") has acquired
the assets of Capital Transit Company and
has notified the Commissioners of the Dis-
trict of Columbia in writing that it will en-
gage in the transportation of passengers
within the District of Columbia beginning
on August 15, 1966. If the Corporation has
not acquired the assets of Capital Transit
Company prior to August 15, 1956, but does
thereafter acquire such assets, the Corpora-
tion shall, on the date of such acquisition,
give written notice thereof to the Commis-
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sioners, and part 1 of title I shall take effect
upon such date of acquisition.

Subsection (b) of section 201 provides
that part 2 of title I, and title II, shall take
effect upon the date of the enactment of
this act.

Szction 202 of the conference substitute
provides that if it is determined by the Com-
missioners of the District of Columbia that,
due to any act or omission on the part of the
Corporation, the Corporation has not
acquired the assets of Capital Transit Com-
pany and if such Commissioners approve a
valid contract, ratified and approved by the
required number of stockholders of Capital
Transit Company, between Capital Transit
Company and some other corporation pro-
viding for the acquisition of such assets and
if such other corporation is also approved
by such Commissioners as capable of per-
forming the operation contemplated by the
franchise provisions of part 1 of title I, then
the terms “D. C. Transit System, Inec.” and
“Corporation” as used in this act shall be
deemed to mean such other corporation for
all purposes of this act. In other words such
other corporation would be granted the fran-
chise in lieu of D. C. Transit System, Ine.

Section 203 of the conference substitute
grants to the Commissioners of the District
of Columbia, if part 1 (the franchise pro-
visions) of title I of this act does not take
effect on August 15, 1956, the general author-
ity to authorize (including authorization of
such contractual agreements as may be neces-
sary) such mass transportation of passen-
gers within the District of Columbia,
beginning on and after August 15, 1956, and
until such date as part 1 of title I takes
effect, as .may be necessary for the con-
venience of the public. The section also pro-
vides that such transportation shall be fur-
nished to the public at such rates and under
such terms and regulations as may be rec-
ommended by the Public Utilities Commis-
sion and approved by the Commissioners of
the District of Columbia. There is no intent
on the part of the managers to grant any
powers of eminent domain to the Commis-
sioners under the provisions of this section.

The title of the bill has been changed to
conform with the conference agreement.

OREN HARRIS,

JoHN BerLn WILLIAMS,

PeETER F. MACK, JR.,

WALTER ROGERS,

CHAS. A. WOLVERTON,

CARL HINSHAW,

JamEs I. DOLLIVER,
Managers on the Part of the House.

Mr. HARRIS (interrupting the read-
ing). Mr. Speaker, this is a rather
lengthy statement. I ask unanimous
consent that further reading of the state-
ment bhe dispensed with, and that the
statement may be included at this point
in the REcorp. I believe we can expedite
consideration in this way.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to

the request of the gentleman from

Arkansas?
There was no objection.

(The statement reads as follows:)
STATEMENT OF THE MANAGERS ON THE PART OF
THE HOUSE

The managers on the part of the House at
the conference on the disagreeing votes of
the two Houses on the amendments of the
House to the bill (8. 3073) to provide for an
adequate and economically sound transpor-
tation system or systems to serve the District
of Columbia and its environs, and for other
purposes, submit the following statement in
explanation of the effect of the action agreed
upon by the conferees and recommended in
the accompanying conference report:

The House amendment to the text struck
out all of the Senate bill after the enacting
clause and inserted a substitute. The Senate
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recedes from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the House, with an amendment
which is a substitute for both the Senate bill
and the House amendment. The essential
differences between the House amendment
and the substitute agreed to in conference
are noted below.

THE SENATE BILL AND THE HOUSE AMENDMENT

The bill as passed by the Senate was de-
signed to make provision for mass transpor-
tation of passengers in the Washington
metropolitan area after August 14, 1956, the
date on which the franchise of the Capital
Transit Co. expires.

It provided, initially, for an “interim”
public authority, to be an agency and Instru-
mentality of the District of Columbia, with
broad powers to do everything necessary in
order to acquire and operate such a mass
transportation system, including the author-
ity to acquire property by eminent domain,
to issue tax-exempt obligations In order to
finance its operations, to fix rates and fares,
to employ all necessary personnel, and so on.

The interim public authority would have
been given power to sell to any private op-
erator found by it to be suitable, at any time
prior to August 15, 1959, the transportation
properties acquired and operated by it. In
that event the interim publlc authority
would have ceased to exist. In case of any
such disposition of the properties, the Com-
missioners of the District would have been
empowered to grant to the purchaser a fran-
chise to operate in the District of Columbia,
together with such exemptions from District
of Columbia taxes as the Commissioners
deemed advisable.

It was provided, however, that if the in-
terim public authority did not thus dispose
of its transportation properties to a private
operator before August 15, 1959, the interim
public authority should become a permanent
public authority, with power to operate in
perpetuity.

The provisions of the House amendment
were designed to keep the transit system in
the District of Columbia in the hands of pri-
vate ownership by extending, with modifica-
tions, the franchise of Capital Transit Co.
The modifications were essentially as follows:

(1) The section of law which repealed the
charter and franchise of Capital Transit Co.
would have been repealed, thus restoring to
Capital Transit Co. its charter and franchise,

(2) A system rate base of a specific amount
would have been established for the Capital
Transit Co.

(3) Alegislative determination would have
been made that a return of 61; percent on
the system rate base was a fair return which
the company should be afforded the oppor=-
tunity to earn.

(4) The rates of fare presently heing
charged would have been frozen until Au-
gust 15, 1957, and thereafter a new procedure
would have been established, designed to
expedite action on rate applications filed Ly
the company.

(6) Capital Transit Co. would have been
exempted from the gross receipts tax of the
District of Columbia and would have con=-
tinued to be exempt from the District of
Columbia mileage tax, gross-sales tax, com-
pensating-use tax, excise tax on motor-vehi-
cle titles, and tangible personal-property
taxes to the same extent that it is presently
exempt from such taxes.

(6) If the Capital Transit Co. failed in
any year to earn a 6l4-percent return on its
system-rate base, it would have been forgiven
the payment of the District of Columhia
motor vehicle fuel tax to the extent neces-
sary to bring its return up to 6 percent for
the year.

(7) Capital Transit Co. would have been
required to sweep its streetcar tracks at its
own expense and would have been relleved
of all other snow-removal expense.

(8) It would have been the duty of Capital
Traneit Co. to gradually convert fo an all-
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bus operation but no specific time for com-
pletion of the conversion would have heen
provided.

() The Capital Traneit Co. would have
been relieved of the necessity to obtain Pub=-
lie Utility Commission approval of evidences
of indebtedness payable in 1 year or less.

THE CONFERENCE SUBSTITUTE

Briefly, the conference substitute provides
for the grant of a franchise to a private op-
erator, D. C. Transit System, Inc. (herein-
after referred to as the “Corporation”). The
award of a franchise to the Corporation was
recommended by the Commissioners of the
District of Columbia and the terms of the
franchise 'which this legislation proposes to
grant are substantially as recommended by
such Commissioners. The conference agree-
ment also contains provisions to empower
the Commissioners to take appropriate steps
to insure continuance of transportation
service in case the Corporation does not,
for any reason, begin operations on Au-
gust 15, the day after the expiration of Capi-
tal Transit's franchise.

The substitute agreed to in conference
consists of titles I and II. Title I is divided
into parts 1 and 2.

Title I, part 1

This part, which consists of sections 1 to
14, constitutes the franchise which this leg-
islation proposes to grant to the Corpora-
tion.

Subsection (a) of section 1 provides that
the franchise is granted for the operation of
a mass transportation system of passengers
for hire within the District of Columbia and
between the District of Columbia and points
in the area (referred to as the “Washington
Metropolitan Area') comprising all of the
District of Columbia, the cities of Alexandria
and Falls Church, and the counties of Arling-
ton and Fairfax in the Commonwealth of
Virginia and the counties of Montgomery and
Prince Georges in the State of Maryland. The
franchise is subject to the rights to render
service within such area possessed, at the
time this provision takes effect, by other
common carriers of passengers. The Corpo-
ration will not, by reason of this section, be
relieved from compliance with the laws of
Virginia or Maryland, or requirements im-
posed under authority thereof, or with the
Interstate Commerce Act and rules and regu-
lations prescribed thereunder. In the exer-
cise of the franchise rights granted to it
under this part, the Corporation will be
fully subject to the regulatory laws of the
District of Columbia which are applicable
to common carrier operations of the char-
acter which it is to perform, except to the
extent that such laws are modified or super-
seded by the provisions of this legislation.

Subsection (b) of section 1 is included
merely in order to make it unnecessary to
repeat references to successors and assigns
of the Corporation in those places in part 1
where reference is made to the Corporation.
This subsection makes no change whatever
in any laws which otherwise would govern
the right of the Corporation to dispose of
or assign any of its assets or operating rights.
Compliance with such laws will be necessary
to the same extent as though this subsec-
tion had not been enacted.

Bubsection (c¢) of section 1 provides that
as used in part 1 the term “franchise” means
all the provisions of part 1.

Section 2 of the conference substitute pro-
vides that the franchise is granted for a
term of 20 years subject to the right of Con-
gress to repeal the franchise at any time for
its nonuse.

Subsection (b) of section 2 provides that
in the event of cancellation by Congress of
the franchise at any time after 7 years fol-
lowing its effective date for any reason other
than nonuse, the Corporation walves its
clalm for any damages for loss of franchise,
This subsection is not intended to preelude
the Corporation’s property from being valued
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as that of a going concern In the determina=-
tion of any damages resulting from a cancel-
lation of the franchise for any reason other
than nonuse,

Bection 3 is almost identical with a pro-
vision (sec. 4) of the so-called Merger Act
of 1933. Tt provides in effect that no person
or company may establish a competitive
street-railway or bus line for the transporta-
tion of passengers in the District of Colum-
bia, over particular routes on fixed sched-
ules, without first having obtained a certifi-
cate from the Public Utilities Commission
of the District of Columbia to the effect that
the competitive line is necessary for the con-
venience of the public.

Section 4 contains a declaration of legisla-
tive policy which, among other things, de-
clares that (1) the Corporation, in accord-
ance with standards and rules prescribed
by the Public Utilitles Commission, should
be afforded the opportunity of earning such
return as to make the Corporation an attrac-
tive investment to private investors, (2)
Congress finds the opportuntiy to earn a re-
turn of at least 614 percent net after all
taxes properly chargeable to transportation
operations, including but not limited to in-
come taxes, on either the system rate base
or on gross operating revenue would not be
unreasonable, and (3) the Commission
should encourage and facllitate the shifting
to such gross operating revenue base as
promptly as possible and as conditions war-
rant; and if conditions warrant not later
than August 15, 1958,

Section 5 of the conference substitute
provides that the rates authorized by the
Commissioners of the District of Columbia
under Public Law 389, 84th Congress, which
are in effect on the date of enactment of the
act shall be the initial schedule of rates
effective within the District of Columbia
upon commencement of operations by the
Corporation, and shall continue in effect as
the schedule of rates until August 15, 1957,
and thereafter until superseded by a new
schedule of rates. If the Corporation files
a new schedule of rates on or after August
15, 1957, that schedule will take effect in
10 days, or at the end of any shorter period
the Public Utilities Commission may pre-
scribe, unless the Commission suspends the
operation of the rate schedule. The sus-
pension period may be of any length up to
120 days, but during that period the Com-
mission must hold a hearing and if it fails
to issue an order during that period fixing a
rate schedule, the Corporation may put the
suspended rate schedule into effect at the
end of the suspension perlod, and it will re-
main in effect until the Commission issues
an appropriate order based upon the pro-
ceeding.

This section is quite similar to the pro=
visions of section 2 (¢) of the House amend-
ment with two exceptions, first, the maxi-
mum period of suspension permitted under
the House amendment was 90 days, instead
of 120 days as provided in the conference
substitute, and second, under the House bill
if the Commission failed to issue an order
during the suspension period, the suspended
rate schedule would have automatically gone
into effect at the end of such period and the
Commission would not thereafter been em-
powered to issue any order based upon such
proceeding.

Section 6 provides that the Corporation
may engage in special charter or sightsee=
ing services, subject to compliance with ap-
plicable District of Columbia and State law,
as well as applicable provisions of the Inter-
state Commerce Act, and regulations pre-
scribed under such laws.

Section 7 of the conference substitute re-
quires the Corporation to complete conver=
sion of its street railway operations to bus
operations within 7 years from the date of
enactment of this act, upon terms and con-
ditlons prescribed by the Commission, with
such conversion to be tied in with the high-

13577

way development plans of the District of
Columbia to the extent such a tle-in is
possible. It is also provided that the Com-
mission may extend the time beyond 7 years
upon good and sufficlent cause. The Cor-
poration is made subject to all of the duties
and responsibilities which Capital Transit
Co. is presently subject to relating to
the removal of abandoned tracks, regrading
of track areas, and paving of abandoned
track areas.

Section 6 of the House amendment pro-
vided with respect to Capital Transit Co.
that it was to carry out a plan of
gradual conversion of its street railway op-
erations to bus operations in general con-
formity with the economic concepts con-
tained in the Gilman report which was a
study and report made on the desirability of
conversion of street railway operations to
motor bus. The House amendment con-
tained no specific date within which such
conversion should be completed.

Subsection (a) of section 8 of the con-
ference substitute relieves the Corporation
of the obligation to pay the 2 percent gross
receipts tax which under existing law it
would be required to pay upon commence-
ment of its operations in the District of
Columblia.

Subsection (b) of such section 8 specifical-
1y exempts the Corporation from the District
of Columbia Sales Tax Act and the corres-
ponding compensating use tax levied under
the District of Columbia Use Tax Act (where
purchases are made out of the District and
brought into the District), and the tax im-
posed on the issuance of titles to motor ve-
hicles. It also exempts the Corporation
from the District of Columbia taxes imposed
on tangible personal property to the same
extent that Capital Transit Co. is ex-
empt from such taxes immediately prior
to the effective date of the section.

Section 3 of the House amendment con-
tained the same exemptions for the Capital
Transit Co. as are provided for the
Corporation under section 8 of the con-
ference substitute.

Subsection (a) of section 9 specifically ex=
empts the Corporation from payment of Dis=
trict of Columbia motor vehicle fuel taxes
except as provided in the section.

Subsection (b) defines certain terms which
are used in the section. The term “a 614
per centum rate of return” is defined to mean
a 614 percent rate of return net after all
taxes properly chargeable to transportation
operations, including but not limited to in-
come taxes, on the system rate base or if the
operating ratio method is used to fix rates,
on the gross operating revenues. The term
“full amount of the Federal income taxes
and the Distriect of Columbia franchise tax
levied upon corporate income" is defined to
mean the amount which the Corporation
would have paid in the absence of writeoffs
in connection with the retirement of street
railway property as the result of conversion
to all-bus operation as provided in section 7
of the conference substitute, but only to the
extent that such writeoffs are not included
as an operating expense in determining net
earnings for ratemaking purposes.

Subsection (c¢) is intended (1) to require
the Corporation on and after September 1,
1956, to pay the full amount of the motor
vehicle fuel tax due on motor fuel purchased
on or after that date, whenever the net op-
erating income of the company, after tak-
ing into consideration the full amount of
the motor-vehicle fuel tax which would be
due but for the provisions of this section, as
determined by the Public Utilities Commis-
sion for the preceding 12-month period end-
ing August 31, equals or exceeds a 615 per=
cent rate of return on the Corporation's sys=-
tem rate base for such period or on the gross
operating revenues of the Corporation, if
the operating ratio method is being used to
fix the rates of the Corporation, and (2)
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wheanever the rate of return is less than 614
percent to reduce the amount of the motor-
vehicle fuel tax payable by the Corporation
by whatever amount is necessary to provide
the Corporation with a 614 percent rate of
return. In determining whether the Cor=-
poration has earned a return of 61, percent
for any 12-month period, the Commission is
required to include as an operating expense
the full amount of the motor vehicle fuel
tax which would be due but for the provi-
gions of this section on motor fuel pur-
chased by the Corporation during the 12-
month period and the full amount of the
Federal income taxes and the District of
Columbia franchise tax levied upon corpo-
rate income. If the net operating lncome
of the Corporation, as certified by the Com-
mission, is egual to, or more than, a 64
percent rate of return, the Corporation is re-
quired to pay the full amount of the motor
vehicle fuel tax due on motor fuel purchased
by it during such 12-month period. If the
net operating income of the Corporation, as
certified by the Commission, is less than a
614 percent rate of return, the Corporation
is required to pay in full satisfaction of the
motor vehicle fuel tax for such period an
amount, if any, equal to the full amount
of the motor vehicle fuel tax reduced by the
amount necessary to raise the Corporation's
rate of return to 614 percent for such period
after taking into account the effect of such
reduction on the amount of Federal income
taxes and the District of Columbia fran=-
chise tax levied upon corporate income pay-
able by the Corporation for such perlod. If
as the result of the inability of the Corpo-
ration to acquire the assets of Capital Tran-
sit Co. prior to August 31, 1956, the
initial period with respect to which this
motor vehicle fuel tax relief is granted ls
less than a 12-month perlod, it is Intended
that for such first period, an appropriate
pro rata computation be made based on the
percentage that the initial perlod is of 12
months.

Subsections (d) and (e) relate to the col-
Tection of motor fuel taxes which are not
paid within the time referred to in subsec-
tion (ec), together with penalties and in-
terest.

Because of the uncertainty as to the
amount of motor vehicle fuel tax which
would be paid by the Corporation under
this section it is desirable that the importer
who sells motor fuel to the Corporation not
be required to pay the tax on the motor fuel
purchased by the Corporation and that the
Corporation not be required in turn to pay
the amount of such tax to the importer.
Therefore, subsection (f) provides for the
issuance of the necessary certificates of ex-
emption to the Corporation.

Subsection (g) provides that if after com-
pletion of conversion to an all-bus operation
as provided in section 7, or at such earlier
time as the Commission finds that the con-
version has been substantlally completed and
certifies that fact to the Commissioners, the
Corporation, despite all other tax relief
granted to it, falls to earn a 614 percent rate
of return on either its system rate base or,
if the operating ratio method is being used,
on its gross operating revenues, the Corpora-
tion shall not be required to pay real estate
taxes upon any real estate owned by it in
the District of Columbia used and useful for
the conduct of its public transportation op-
erations to the extent that the Public
Utllities Commission determines that its net
operating income for the previous year was
insufficient to afford it a 614 percent rate of
return.

Section 9 follows the pattern for relief
from the District of Columbla motor vehicle
fuel tax which was proposed for Capital
Translt Co. In eectlon 4 of the House
amendment, with the exception that section
9 contemplates the future use of the operat-
ing ratio method for determining rates and
modifies the provisions of the House amend-
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ment to the extent necessary to take care of
that possibility. It further differs from sec-
tion 4 of the House amendment in that
contemplated writeoffs of property as the
result of conversion to all-bus operation (to
the extent such writeoffs are not included as
operating expenses in determining net earn-
ings for ratemaking purposes) are permitted
to be ignored in determining the Corpora-
tion’s net operating income under section 9,
so that for such purpoge, the Corporation’s
Federal income taxes and District of Colum-
bia taxes on corporate income are established
on the basis of what they would have been
but for such writeoffs. Finally, the House
amendment contained no provision for relief
of real estate taxes, as is provided in section
9 (g) of the conference substitute.

Section 10 (a) provides that the Corpora-
tion shall not be charged any part of the
expense of removing, sanding, salting, treat-
ing, or handling snow on the streets of the
District of Columbia, except that the Cor=-
poration shall sweep snow from the streetcar
tracks at its own expense so long as such
tracks are in use by the Corporation. Bub-
section (b) of this section relates to this
same matter. Similar provisions with re-
spect to Capital Transit Co. were included
in the House amendment,

Section 11 is intended to make if clear
that certaln specified provisions of District
law are not to be deemed to restrict any
merger or consolidation of the Corporation
with any other company or companies en-
gaged in mass transportation in the District
or the Washington metropolitan area, but it
is expressly provided that any such merger

or consolidation shall be subject to approval

of the Public Utilities Commission.
Section 12 of the conference substitute is

included to insure that nothing in the

franchise will prevent the transfer in the

future to any other agency, by or pursuant to,

law, of any of the functions which the
franchlise grants to or imposes on the Fublic
Utilities Commission.

Section 13 containsg several provisions in-
tended to authorize the doing of certain
things consldered necessary or appropriate
in order to facilitate the carrying out by the
Corporation of 1its contract with Capital
Transit Co. and the commencement of trans-
portation operations under the franchise.

Bubsection (a) relates to the issuance or
creation of loans, morfgages, deeds of trust,
notes, or other securities to any banking or
other institution or institutions and the
Capltal Transit Co., in connection with the
contemplated acquisition of assets,

Subsection (b) would make it unnecessary
to secure Interstate Commerce Commission
approval of (1) the contemplated acquisition
of assets, including certificates of public con-
venience and necessity held by Capital
Transit Co. or a wholly owned subsidiary of
it, or (2) the issuance of securities provided
for in subsection (a). It also provides that
the proposed acquisition of assets and issu-
ance or creation of securities may be accom-
plished without having to secure approval of
any District of Columbia agency or commis-
sion.

Subsection (c¢) provides that this section
shall not apply to any issuance of securities
constituting a public offering to which the
Securities Act of 1933 applies.

The purpose of subsection (d) is to make
it possible for an individual who is now an
officer and director of an air carrier (as that
term is used in section 409 (a) of the Cilvil
Aeronautics Act of 1938) to become and con-
tinue to be connected with the Corporation
{or a subsidiary engaged in transportation in
the Washington metropolitan area) as an
officer or director or in certain other specified
capaclties, without having to secure prior
approval of the Civll Aeronautics Board un-
der section 408 (a) of the Civil Aeronautics
Act of 1938,

Subsection (e) provides that section 20a
(12) of the Interstate Commerce Act shall
not require Interstate Commerce Commis-
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sion approval in order for a person who is
an officer or director of the Corporation to
also be an officer or director of any subsidiary
of the Corporation engaged in mass trans-
portation of passengers in the Washington
metropolitan area.

Section 14 is a provision, substantially
slmilar to one contained in the contract
under which D. C. Transit System, Inc., is
to acquire the assets of Capital Transit Co.,
spelling out the respects in which D. C.
Transit is to become subject to, and respon-
sible for, the liabilities of Capital Transit
Co.

Title I, part 2

This part consists of sections 21, 22, and
23.
The effect of these provisions is to Insure
that Capital Transit Co. will continue to
exist as a corporation, but it is made clear
that the termination of its franchise, as
heretofore provided by law, is unaffected.
If part 1 of title I takes effect, Capital Tran=
sit Co. is to be relieved of all liability to
remove from the streets and highways of
the District all of its properties and facili-
ties and to restore such streets and high-
ways. However, if part 1 of title I does not
take effect, Capital Transit Co. iz not relieved
of such lability.

Title IT

This title consists of sectlons 201, 202,
and 203.

Section 201 of title II of the conference
substitute provides that part 1 (the fran-
chise provisions) of title I shall take effect
on August 15, 1956, but only if prior thereto
D. C. Transit System, Inc. (referred to in
title IT as the “Corporation”) has acquired
the assets of Capital Transit Co. and has
notified the Commissioners of the District
of Columbia in writing that it will engage
in the transportation of passengers within
the District of Columbia beginning on Au-
gust 15, 1956. If the Corporation has not
acquired the assets of Capital Transit Co.
prior to August 15, 1956, but does thereafter
acquire such assets, the Corporation shall,
on the date of such acquisition, give writ-
ten notice thereof to the Commissioners,
and part 1 of title I shall take effect upon
suich date of acquisition.

Subsection (b) of section 201 provides
that part 2 of title I, and title II, ghall
take effect upon the date of the enactment
of this act.

Section 202 of the conference substitute
provides that if it is determined by the
Commissioners of the District of Colum-
hia that, due to any act or omission on the
part of the Corporation, the Corporation
has not acquired the assets of Capital Tran-
8lt Co. and if such Commissioners approve
a valid contract, ratified and approved by
the required number of stockholders of Cap-
ital Transit Co., between Capital Translt
Co. and some other corporation providing
for the acquisition of such assets and if
such other corporation is also approved by
such Commissioners as capable of perform-
ing the operation contemplated by the fran-
chise provisions of part 1 of title I, then the
terms “D. C. Transit System, Ine.” and “Cor-
poration” as used in this act shall be deemed
to mean such other corporation for all pur-
poses of this act. In other words such other
corporation would be granted the fran-
chise in lieu of D. C. Transit System, Ine.

Section 203 of the conference substitute
grants to the Commissioners of the District
of Columbia, if part 1 (the franchise provi-
sions) of title I of this act does not take
effect on August 15, 1956, the general au-
thority to authorize (inecluding authoriza-
tion of such contractual agreements as may
be necessary) such mass transportation of
passengers within the District of Columbia,
beginning on and after August 15, 1956, and
until such date as part 1 of title I takes
effect, as may be necessary for the conven-
lence of the public. The section also pro-
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vides that such transportation shall be fur-
nished to the public at such rates and under
such terms and regulations as may be rec-
ommended by the Public Utilities Commis-
slon and approved by the Commissioners of
the District of Columbia. There is no in-
tent on the part of the managers to grant
any powers of eminent domain to the Com-
missioners under the provisions of this sec-
tion.
The title of the bill has been changed fo

conform with the conference agreement.

OREN HARRIS,

JoHN BELL WILLIAMS,

PeTeEr F. MACK, Jr.,

‘WALTER ROGERS,

CHAs. A. WOLVERTON,

CaRL HINSHAW,

JaMmEes I. DOLLIVER,

Managers on the Part of the House.

Mr. HESELTON. Mr. Speaker, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. HARRIS. I will yield to the gen-
tleman but may I say first that the
conference report under consideration
relates to the transit problem in the
District of Columbia. The conferees
after many sessions and full discussion
and consideration of this problem came
to full agreement on this approach to
the problem, and we are unanimous,
both Senate and House, as to this solu-
tion of the problem.

I yield to the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts, a member of our committee.

Mr. HESELTON. Mr. Speaker, it is
not my intention to offer any objection to
this conference report. My understand-
ing is that it is unanimous.

I think the conferees are to be com-
mended for attempting to reach a con-
clusion in a very complex and difficult
subject. However, I have read the re-
port, and as is the case with technical,
Jegal language, there is a great deal to
be desired in terms of finding out what
the thoughts of the conferees are. I
would like to ask a few questions to get
their point of view. May I ask the chair-
man of the conferees if I am correct in
my understanding that the conferees
have said that the so-called Chalk-Fox
group will be able to enter into a binding
contract before the expiration of the
franchise of the Capital Transit Co.?

Mr. HARRIS. I can say to my dis-
tinguished colleague, Mr. Chalk himself
is very confident he can get possession of
the facilities by the 15th of August. The
representatives of the Capital Transit
Co. also stated that they feel the ar-
rangement can be completed and that
the Chalk-Fox group can take over on
the 15th of August. I might say in fur-
ther response to the question that the
stockholders of the Capital Transit Co.
have a meeting called for August 3. The
only thing that could prevent the matter
from being completed by the 15th of
August would be the running of the
records and so forth that would be nec-
essary to see that the titles were all clear.

Mr. HESELTON. While it is hoped
that will come about, the gentleman
will agree, I am sure, that it is impos-
sible to say it definitely will materialize,
either through some difference of opin-
ion among the stockholders at their
meeting or for some other reason.

Mr. HARRIS. That is conceded.

Mr. HESELTON. Have the conferees
a recommended engineering report and
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arrangements so that some other suit-
able private applicant could make this
contract in default of the Chalk-Fox
group?

Mr. HARRIS. Those were some of
the difficult problems that we had to
wrestle with for a long time before we
could work them out. In the first place,
we do not know if the stockholders on
August 3 will approve this contract and
arrangement; consequently, anticipat-
ing that conceivably something could
happen, we endeavored to work out a
program as to the approach to this
problem if it failed in some way.

Mr, HESELTON. May I ask this
question, and I realize these are all as-
sumptions but I think they are practical
questions of real interest to those who
have responsibility in the matter, in-
cluding the conferees of the committees
concerned, the Congress, the District
Commissioners and the people of the
District. Assume those things do not
materialize, then what happens? Does
the Capital Transit Co. continue to
operate the transportation system?

Mr. HARRIS. Assuming for one rea-
son or other the agreement with the
Chalk group, called the Fox group, does
not materialize on August 15, then the
Distriect Commissioners are given au-
thority to enter into contractual ar-
rangements with some other private
operator to continue mass transporta-
tion for the District of Columbia during
the interim it might be necessary in or-
der to complete the contractual ar-
rangements or the agreement with the
Chalk people.

Mr. HESELTON. I realize how diffi-
cult it is to foresee every contingency:
however, if you assume that the Chalk-
Fox group, and I hope they will be able
to, cannot complete the contract, if you
assume there is no other suitable group
that could step in and take the place
of the Chalk-Fox group, if you assume
the Capital Transit Co. and their stock-
holders do nof want to carry on the
transportation system in the District of
Columbia, I wonder what would happen?
Is there any arrangement? Is there
any condemnation power?

Mr. HARRIS. There is no power of
eminent domain in the conference re-
port. We assume that there could pos=-
sibly and conceivably be some develop-
ment that the present contract would
not become consummated. We provide
if the Capital Transit Co. could enter
into an agreement with some other pri-
vate operator that would be satisfactory
to the District Commissioners, then that
company could be given a franchise on
the terms of this franchise we have for
the Fox group. If the Capital Transit
Co. could not enter into an agreement or
did not enter into an agreement with
any private operator, in that case the
Distriet Commissioners are given au-
thority to enter into contractual ar=
rangements with some private operator
for some means or some method or some
way to provide transportation for the
District of Columbia.

Mr. HESELTON. If they succeed, it
will be all right; if they do not, we will
have to come back here again,
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Mr. HARRIS., Then we will have the
groblem next year when we come back

ere.

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. HARRIS. 1 yield to the gentle-
man from Ohio.

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. As I under-
stand this conference report, it does not
grant a new franchise, at much better
arrangements, to the Capital Transit Co.
or to the so-called Wolfson interests, as
was provided for in the original House
bill which came before this body.

Mr, HARRIS. The gentleman is cor-
rect. Furthermore, there is nothing the
Commissioners could do under the terms
of this report that could give a franchise
to the Capital Transit Co.

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. And neither
does the conference report contain pro-
visions that were in the original Senate
ﬁul which would set up a public author-

Y.

Mr. HARRIS. That is correct.

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. In other words,
this conference report reaches finally
the very solution, the very suggestion
that was made by some of us on the
floor of the House that we should have
neither a public authority nor a con-
tinuation of the so-called Capital Tran-
sit-Wolfson group franchise at much
better rates than obtained in the past.

Mr. HARRIS. That is correct,

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. I congratulate
the gentleman and his colleagues for
getting around to a commonsense stand-
point that many of us expressed on the
floor of the House when this measure
was first before us.

Mr. HARRIS. I thank the gentle=-
man for his very kind statement. This
conference report does precisely what
we pleaded and urged that we might
have an opportunity to do when we con-
sidered this bill on the floor of the House,
by taking it to conference and working
out a plan that would be satisfactory.

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Some of us
tried to suggest this in the first place,
but we ran into a great deal of resisitance
when this bill was first before us.

Mr. WOLVERTON. Mr. Speaker, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. HARRIS. I yield to the gentle-
man from New Jersey.

Mr. WOLVERTON. It is not my in-
tention to take any considerable length
of time, but I would feel remiss if I did
not bring to the attention of the House
again the very fine service that has been
rendered by the gentleman from Ar-
kansas [Mr. Harris], who has just pre=
sented the conference report. The mem-
bership of the House will never under-
stand the difficulties that were faced by
the conferees on this particular matter
because of the many details that were in
dispute between the Senate and the
House, Of course, there was a basic dif-
ference in that the Senate looked toward
a public authority to operate within the
city, whereas the House had agreed upon
private ownership. This brought into
conflict differing ideas of a character
that I think you can readily understand,
and it required a great deal of skill in
the handling of the matter. The chair-
man of the committee of conference, the
gentleman from Arkansas [Mr. HARRIS],
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displayed at all times not only a great
degree of patience, which was necessary
or there would have been probably no
agreement, but, in addition to that, the
deep study that he made of the legal
questions involved, which were numer-
ous and varied in character, and also the
study that he made of the numerous
questions that had to be decided, indi-
cated that the services that he had ren-
dered in this respect have never been
exceeded by any chairman of a com-
mittee of conference. I feel that what-
ever has been said by the gentleman
from Ohio, in expressing his satisfaction
with what has been accomplished, is due
very largely, if not entirely, to the zeal-
ous and careful consideration that was
given to this matter by the gentleman
from Arkansas.

I am certain that what has been
brought forth by the conferees will pro-
vide a satisfactory service to the citi-
zens of Washington in this important
matter of transportation.

Furthermore, in answer to my col-
league from Massachusetts [Mr. HESEL-
TON] I would say that every phase of the
situation that he covered in the ques-
tions he asked was most carefully con-
sidered by the conferees and we have
every assurance, it is our understanding
and our belief, that we have provided a
means that will continue transportation
in this city which will be highly satis-
factory to the Members.

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for his very kind state-
ment. I want to say, Mr. Speaker, the
subcommittee that handled this matter
was as attentive and loyal to this very
difficult problem as any I have experi-
enced in my service of 14 years on the
Committee on Interstate and Foreign
Commerce. I want to commend every
member of the committee and thank the
members of the committee for the fine
work that they have accomplished.

Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent
to extend my remarks at this point in
the RECORD.

The SFEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Arkansas?

There was no objection.

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. Speaker, in brief,
the agreement worked out by the Sen-
ate and House conferees for assuring
continuing transit service in the District
of Columbia after this coming August
14, provides that this service will be
rendered by a privately owned and op-
erated system, under a new franchise
granted for a period of 20 years.

The Members of the House will recall
that the bill as it passed the Senate was
designed to make provision for the mass
transportation of passengers in the
Washington metropolitan area through
the creation of a public authority, which
would take over after the Capital Transit
Co. franchise expired on August 14. The
bill as it was amended by the House,
provided that this transportation serv-
ice should continue to be privately ren-
dered by the Capital Transit Co. under
a modified franchise.

Subsequent to the passage of the bill
in the House, several private groups ap-
proached the Capital Transit Co. and
the Board of Commissioners of the Dis~
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trict of Columbia for the purpose of
buying out the Wolfson interests in
Capital Transit, and continuing transit
operation in the District under private
management under a modified franchise
acceptable to the Board of Commis-
sioners, and within the general frame-
work of guidelines which were laid out
by the conferees.

On July 7, Capital Transit Co. agreed
to sell its properties to TCA Investing
Corp.—the so-called Chalk-Fox group—
and this group agreed to buy them and
operate a private system, subject to the
receipt of a franchise along the lines of
one they had worked out with the Board
of Commissioners. On July 9, the Board
of Commissioners presented this agree-
ment, and draft franchise, and recom-
mended that a franchise be awarded to
the Chalk group upon the terms which
they and the interested parties had
worked out. The franchise which this
legislation proposes to grant is substan-
tially as recommended by the Commis-
sioners.

The statement of the managers on
the part of the House contains a sum-
mary of the provisions of the franchise,
and an indication of the differences be-
tween the franchise here recommended
and that proposed in the bill as if ear-
lier passed the House—so that it is un-
necessary to recapitulate here these
terms and differences. The same gen-
eral tax concessions based upon a 6%~
percent return, handling of rate mat-
ters and maintenance for a year of pres-
ent fares, snow removal, and so on, as
were in the House bill, are in the fran-
chise here proposed.

Inasmuch, however, as the new group
is definitely committed to a conversion
of street railway to all-bus operations
within a T-year period, and is also ac-
quiring the existing properties at a fig-
ure substantially below the amount at
which they are carried on the books of
Capital Transit, there is no specific pro-
vision in this franchise setting the rate
base. In this connection, also, provi-
sion is made permitting the Public Util-
ities Commission, if conditions warrant,
to calculate the rate of return under an
operation-ratio method rather than the
rate-base method hitherto employed.

‘While the conferees have been given
assurance that the new group will make
every effort to effectuate the title
searches, and complete other technical
details, so that they will be able to ac-
quire the assets and take over the oper-
ation of transit here on August 15, it is
possible, of course, that these ramifica-
tions may take a little more time than
the 4 weeks remaining until that date.
The conferees, accordingly, have made
provision whereby the Commissioners
may make the franchise to the new
group effective at a date subsequent to
August 15. Provision is also made where-
by the Commissioners may make any
arrangements for the continuing opera-
tion of the properties until the new
group takes over. Capital Transit Co.
has written the conferees to the effect
that it will cooperate in every way with
the Commissioners in the continuation
of transit operation until all arrange-
ments are finalized and the transfer of
the property completed. Thus we are
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assured that there can be no hiatus be-
tween the termination of the old fran-
chise to Capital Transit and the opera-
tion by the new group. The continua-
tion of adequate transit service to the
people of the area, without interruption,
of course has always been one of the
prime considerations before us.

The conference substitute further pro- .
vides that in the event the deal with the
Chalk group should fall through, the
iranchise may become operable with re-
spect to any other corporation which
the Commissioners approve and which
acquires the properties under a contract
approved by the Commissioners.

I urge the adoption of this conference
substitute. It is fully in accord with the
main objective of our committee and of
the House in seeking a continuing transit
service for the citizens under private
operation.

Mr. O'HARA of Illinois. Mr. Speaker,
I ask unanimous consent to extend my
remarks at this point in the Recorbp.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Illinois?

There was no objection.

Mr. O'HARA of Illinois. Mr, Speaker,
I appreciate the difficulty and the com-
plexity of the local transportation prob-
lem, difficult and complex in any city but
especially so in Washington since here
we have the element of haste because
Congress feels the necessity to find the
answer before it adjourns, The element
of haste in finding the answer to any
problem in local transportation is the
element that destroys any possibility of
finding the answer that has much real
virtue except expediency. I do appre-
ciate the hard, exacting work that the
chairman and the members of the House
subcommittee gave to the task. I feel
they have earned the acclaim and grati-
tude for their efforts of all their col-
leagues in this body and of the people of
‘Washington.

Nevertheless I opposed on the floor and
with my vote the bill originally presented
to the House. It was because I did not
think it possible for any men of the
highest of ability and the greatest of
faithfulness to their public responsibil-
ities to draw up a traction bill properly.
protective of the public interest when
expediency was the end they had to
serve.

The hill that has come from the con-
ferees is a vastly better bill. It represents
hard and conscientious work by the con-
ferees of both bodies. It is regrettable,
however, that neither this nor the other
body will have much opportunity to
carefully consider the report of the con-
ferees and the details of the bill finally
worked out. It is an unavoidable situ-
ation because the people of Washington
must have local transportation, the Con-
gress is about to adjourn and the people
of Washington having no home rule the
Congress of the United States is the city
council of the city of Washington. If
Washington had its own municipal legis-
lative body, and the adoption of a fran-
chise ordinance were dependent on the
outcome of a referendum, I doubt that
it would contain all the language in this
bill,
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I do wish to call the attention of my
colleagues to the language in section 4
of part I of titleI. Thisis a section that
guarantees to the fraction corporation
a return of at least 62 percent net on
investment. Please note that the lan-
guage is not a return of 6% percent net
but—and I quote the exact language—
“to earn a return of at least 614 percent.”
Now I come to the last sentence of sec-
tion 4 which reads:

It is further declared as a matter of legis~
lative policy that if the Corporation does
provide the Washington metropolitan area
with good transportation, with reasonable
rates, the Congress will maintain a contin-
uing interest in the welfare of the Corpora-
tion and its investors.

To me this is strange language in
traction legislation. Having in mind
that this is in the nature of a contract
I would think it would require judicial
interpretation as to the extent of the
binding application of that language
upon the Congress and the city of Wash-
ington.

It goes without saying that the Con-
gress as well as the people of Washing-
ton will maintain a continuing interest
in the welfare of the corporation upon
which it is dependent for its local trans-
portation. Certainly the Congress and
the people of Washington hopefully look
forward to the very best kind of trans-
portation and will always give their
blessing and their continuing interest in
the welfare of the company supplying
that transportation service. But why is
it put in this bill as a declaration of
legislative policy? Words and phrases
are not put in contracts unless they are
intended to serve some purpose in the
protection and interest of one or both of
the parties to the contract. Having had
some little experience in this field, I can
only remark that I should like more time
to study the meaning and the contrac-
tual weight of such a declaration of legis-
lative policy than is afforded at the pres-
ent time when we are getting ready to
adjourn and feel that we cannot leave
the eity without home rule to go without
streetcars possibly until we return. Un-
der the circumstances, the conferees have
probably done the best that could have
been done. As I have said they have
come up with a much better bill than
that which squeaked through the House™
by a very narrow margin some weeks ago.

In withdrawing my objection, I express
my hope but unhappily not my confi-
dence, that all will work out as well as
expected and that some day the District
of Columbia will enjoy home rule so that
its many problems, including the diffi-
cult one of local transportation, will not
eternally have to be decided on the rule
of expediency.

The SPEAKER. The question is on
the conference report.

The conference report was agreed to.

A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

SAFETY DEVICES ON HOUSEHOLD
REFRIGERATORS

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. Speaker, I ask

unanimous consent for the immediate

consideration of the bill (H. R. 11969
to require certain safety devices on
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household refrigerators shipped in inter-
state commerce, with a committee
amendment.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Ala-
bama?

Mr. McGREGOR. Mr. Speaker, re-
serving the right to object, it is my un-
derstanding that this is the bill requiring
certain safety devices on household re-
frigerators; is that correct?

Mr. ROBERTS. The gentleman from
Ohio is correct.

Mr. McGREGOR. Mr. Speaker, fur-
ther reserving the right to object, I am
sure that all of us are certainly in ac-
cord with the intent of this proposed leg-
islation. I am sure that the manufac-
turers of iceboxes and refrigerators are
willing and want to do everything they
can to prevent some of the tragedies
that may happen. However, some of us
have felt that probably this legislation
was a little premature owing to the fact
that the Bureau of Standards was mak-
ing a study and was soon to report, we
hope, on just what devices should be rec-
ommended. It is my understanding that
the gentleman from Alabama has an
amendment which will clarify this situ-
ation and in reality will give industry a
vear and 90 days in which to arrange
their production so that they will be in
compliance with the recommendation of
the Bureau of Standards.

Mr. ROBERTS. That is correet. I
might say that the language of the
amendment which I shall offer at the
proper time, has been approved by Frig-
idaire, which is one of the largest manu-
facturers in this particular industry.

Mr. McGREGOR. The gentleman
from Alabama has been most coopera-
tive. He has shovn me his amendment,
and I am certain that it carries out the
request we had previously made.

Mr. SCHENCE. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. McGREGOR. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Ohio.

Mr. SCHENCK. It so happens that
the largest manufacturer of houvsehold
refrigerators is located in the congres-
sional district I have the honor to repre-
sent. This manufacturer, along with
other manufacturers of electric refriger-
ators, has expressed their complete
agreement with the philosophy and idea
behind this legislation. They believe it
is worthy, they believe it is timely, and
they are perfectly willing to accept the
legislation. They had some ideas for
amendments which would permit them
to comply with these regulations, and
those amendments have been worked
out.

Mr. McGREGOR. Mr. Speaker, I
withdraw my reservation of objection.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Alabama?

There was no objection.

The Clerk read the bill, as follows:

Be it enacted, ete., That it shall be unlaw-
ful for any person to introduce or deliver for
introduction into interstate commerce any
household refrigerator manufactured after

the effective date of this act unless it is
equipped with a device which enables the
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door thereof to be opened easily from the
inside.

Sec. 2. Any person who violates the first
section of this act shall be gullty of a mis-
demeanor and shall, upon conviction there-
of, be subject to imprisonment for not more
than 1 year, or a fine of not more than
£1,000, or both.

Szc. 3. As used in this act, the term “in-
terstate commerce” includes commerce be-
tween one State, Territory, possession, or the
District of Columbia, and another State,
Territory, possession, or the Distriet of
Columbia.

With the following committee amend-
ment:

Strike out all after the enacting clause
and insert the following: “That it shall be
unlawful for any person to introduce or
deliver for introduction into interstate com-
mer¢e any household refrigerator manufac-
tured on or after the date this section takes
effect unless it is equipped with a device,
enabling the door thereof to be opened from
the inside, which conforms with standards
prescribed pursuant to sectlon 3.

“Sec. 2. Any person who violates the first
section of this act shall be guilty of a mis-
demeanor and shall, upon conviction thereof,
be subject to imprisonment for not more
than 1 year, or a fine of not more than
£1,000, or both.

“SEc. 3. The Secretary of Commerce shall
prescribe and publish In the Federal Reglster
commercial standards for devices which,
when used In or on household refrigerators,
will enable the doors thereof to be opened
easily from the inside; and the standards
first established under this section shall be
so prescribed and published not later than
90 days after the date of the enactment of
this act.

“Sec. 4. As used In this act, the term
‘interstate commerce’ includes commerce
batween one State, Territory, possession, the
District of Columbia, or the Commonwealth
of Puerto Rico and another State, Territory,
possession, the District of Columbia, or the
Commonwealth of Puerto Rico.

“Sec. 5. This act shall take effect on the
date of its enactment, except that the first
section of this act shall take effect 1 year
after such date of enactment.”

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. Speaker, I offer
an amendment to the committee amend-
ment,

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. RoserTs to the
committee amendment: Page 3, line 6, strike
out “effect 1 year after such date of enact-
ment.” and insert in lieu thereof the follow-
ing: “effect 1 year and 90 days after the
date of publication of commercial standards
first established under section 3 of this act.
In the event of a change in sald commercial
standards first established, a like period
shall be allowed for compliance with sald
change in commercial standards.”

The amendment to the committee
amendment was agreed to.

The committee amendment as amend-
ed was agreed to.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, was read the third
time, and passed, and a motion to recon-
sider was laid on the table.

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days in which to
extend their remarks at this point in the
Recorp on the bill just passed.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Alabama?

There was no objection.
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PURPOSE OF LEGISLATION

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. Speaker, the re-
ported bill would make it unlawful for
any person to introduce or deliver for
introduction into interstate commerce
any household refrigerator (manufac-
tured 1 year following the date of enact-
ment of this act or thereafter) unless
such refrigerator is equipped with a de-
vice which will enable the door thereof
to be opened easily from the inside. The
purpose of the legislation is to minimize,
if not entirely eliminate, the number of
tragic deaths of innocent children en-
trapped inside refrigerators, which have
been occurring with increasing fre-
quency in recent years.

NEED FOR LEGISLATION

From time to time the people of this
Nation have been shocked to read in the
newspapers stories of children who were
entrapped inside refrigerators and ice
boxes and were suffocated to death. In
1952, 14 such deaths were recorded, and
in 1953, 26 deaths were recorded. From
January 1954 to June 1956, the records
show that there were at least 33 inci-
dents of suffocation in household refrig-
erators, involving 54 children of whom
39 died. With the number of such
deaths increasing each year, it is im-
perative that the Congress enact legis-
lation to minimize these deaths insofar
as possible.

The legislation here proposed to attack
this problem is to require that all house-
hold refrigerators hereafter manufac-
tured and shipped in interstate com-
merce shall be equipped with an effective
device which will enable a child trapped
inside to open the door.

Some opposition has been expressed
to this legislation on the ground that
most of these tragic accidents have oc-
curred in abandoned ice boxes. This
fact does not lessen the urgency of this
legislation because the problem is not
confined to abandoned ice boxes. There
are instances where children have suffo-
cated in refrigerators which were being
defrosted or otherwise in use. Further-
more, the refrigerators that are being
manufactured today may be the coffins
of innocent children 15 years hence when
these refrigerators will be abandoned,
The Congress should not fail to act now
because the effect of this legislation can-
not be felt immediately.

No doubt publicity campaigns to make
parents alert to the dangers of deaths
in refrigerators are helpful, but they are
inadequate to meet the problem. Like-
wise, State laws and local ordinances
forbidding the abandonment of these
potential death traps, without first re-
moving the door or the door latch, are
inadequate. The bill here being reported
is essential to protect the lives of the
innocent children of this Nation.

ETANDARDS FOR SAFETY DEVICES

While many of the new refrigerators
being sold today already are equipped
with some type of safety device which
will enable one to open the door from
the inside, the reported bill does not pre-
scribe any one device. Rather, it directs
the Secretary of Commerce to preseribe
commercial standards for such devices.
the ~National Bureau of Standards of the
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Department of Commerce, with the
cooperation of the refrigerator manu-
facturing industry, has been engaged
for some time in experiments to deter-
mine the basic criteria of reasonable
safety which manufacturers could in-
corporate in the design of their refriger-
ators for preventing the suffocation of
children entrapped in refrigerators.

The committee is confident that satis-
factory criteria can be developed which
will be effective in saving the lives of
children and yet not work undue hard-
ship on the refrigerator manufacturing
industry. In fact, 6 months ago the
Department of Commerce advised a sub-
committee of this committee that sub-
stantial accord had already been reached
between representatives of the refriger-
ator manufacturing industry and the
National Bureau of Standards with re-
spect to the criteria for such safety
devices.

SECTION-BY-SECTION ANALYSIS OF REPORTED
BILL

Section 1 would make it unlawful for
any person to introduce or deliver for
introduction into interstate commerce
any household refrigerator manufac-
tured 1 year after the date of enactment
of this act, or thereafter, unless such
refrigerator is equipped with a device
which will enable a person entrapped
inside to open the door easily.

Section 2 provides a penalty for viola-
tion of section 1 of this act. Upon con-
viction, a person shall be subject to im-
prisonment for not more than 1 year or a
fine of not more than $1,000, or both.

Section 3 direets the Secretary of
Commerce to prescribe and publish in
the Federal Register commercial stand-
ards for such devices, containing the
hasic criteria of reasonable safety which
manufacturers of household refriger-
tors shall incorporate in the design and
manufacture of such refrigerators for
enabling the doors thereof to be opened
easily by a person entrapped inside.
These standards must be preseribed and
published not later than 90 days after
the enactment of this act.

Section 4 contains a definition of
“interstate commerce.”

Section 5 provides for the effective
date of this act to be changed to allow
the industry 1 year and 90 days from the
date of publication of standards in the
Federal Register by the Secretary of
Commerce and a like time in the event
of a change in said commercial stand-
ards first established,

HEARINGS

Hearings on this legislation were held
on July 20 and 21, 1955, and May 28,
1956. These hearings were on H. R.
2181. H. R. 11969 was introduced as a
clean hill to achieve the objectives sought
by H. R. 2181.

INTERCHANGE OF LANDS BETWEEN
THE DEPARTMENT OF AGRICUL-
TURE AND THE MILITARY DE-
PARTMENTS OF THE DEPART-
MENT OF DEFENSE
Mr. DORN of South Carolina. Mr,

Speaker, I ask unanimous consent for

the immediate consideration of the bill
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(8. 2572) to authorized the interchange
of lands between the Department of
Agriculture and military departments
of the Department of Defense, and for
other purposes.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from South
Carolina?

Mr., GROSS. Reserving the right to
object, Mr. Speaker, this is an exchange
of land between the military depart-
ments and the States; is that correct?

Mr. DORN of South Carolina. No.
It is an exchange between the Corps of
Engineers in the Defense Department
and the Department of Agriculture, the
Forest Service.

Mr. GROSS. How much acreage is in-
volved?

Mr. DORN of South Carolina. I yield
to the gentleman from California to
answer that.

Mr. TEAGUE of California. In my
particular area in California there are
about 30,000 acres involved on each side.
I am familiar with it. This is an en-
tirely reasonable and fair exchange from
a value standpoint. Further, the bill
contains a provision that no such ex-
changes may be made without a 45-day
notice to the Congress at a time when the
Congress is in session.

The purpose of the bill is to open up
additional areas, which are not now
available for use for recreational pur-
poses, to the public for fishing, hunt-
ing, or other recreational purposes. It
does not involve any money.

Mr. GROSS. I withdraw my reserva-
tion of ohjection, Mr. Speaker.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from South
Carolina?

There was no objection.

The Clerk read the bill, as follows:

Be it enacted, etc., That the Sccretary of
Agriculture with respect to national forest
lands and the Secretary of a military depart-
ment with respect to lands under the control
of the military department which lie within
or adjacent to the exterior boundaries of a
national forest are authorized, subject to any
applicable provisions of the Federal Property
and Administrative Services Act of 1049, as
amended, to interchange such lands, or any
part thereof, without reimbursement or
transfer of funds whenever they shall deter-
mine that such interchange will facilitate
land management and will provide maximum
use thereof for authorized purposes: Pro-
vided, That no such interchange of lands
shall become effective until 45 days (count-
ing only days occurring during any regular
or special sesslon of the Congress) after the
submission to the Congress by the respective
Secretaries of notice of intention to make the
interchange.

SEc. 2. Any national forest lands which are
transferred to & military department in ac-
cordance with this act shall be thereafter
subject only to the laws applicable to other
lands within the military installation or
other puhlic works project. for which such
lands are required and any lands which are
transferred to the Department of Agrlculture
in accordance with this act shall become sub-
ject to the laws applicable to lands acquired

under the act of March 1, 1911 (36 Stat. 961),
as amended.

The bill was ordered to be read a third
time, was read the third time, and passed,
and a motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.
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FEDERAL CIVIL DEFENSE ADMINIS-
TRATION

Mr. DURHAM. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent for the immediate
consideration of the bill (H. R. 5435) to
amend further the Federal Civil Defense
Act of 1950, as amended, to authorize the
Federal Civil Defense Administration to
procure radiological instruments and de-
tection devices, and for other purposes.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from North
Carolina?

There was no objection.

The Clerk read the bill, as follows:

Be it enacted, etc., That subsection 201 (h)
of the Federal Civil Defense Act of 1950, as
amended (64 Stat. 249), is further amended
by adding the following proviso: “Provided
further, That the administrator is authorized
to procure under this subsection radiological
instruments and detection devices, and dis-
tribute the same by loan or grant to the
States for training and educational purposes,
under such terms and conditions as the ad-
ministratior shall prescribe.”

Mr. DURHAM. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to extend my re-
marks at this point in the Recorb.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
North Carolina?

There was no objection.

Mr. DURHAM. Mr. Speaker, the pur-
pose of H. R. 5435 is to give permanent
legislative authority to the Administra-
tor of the Federal Civil Defense Admin-
istration to procure radiological instru-
ments and detection devices, and to dis-
tribute the same by loan or grant to the
States for training and educational
purposes.

The problem of detection and measur-
ing radioactive fallout from nuclear ex-
plosions has become a major concern in
the civil defense of the Nation. In ap-
proaching a solution to it, it is evident
that there must be full coordination of
our civil-defense resources at all levels
of our Government.

Any of the civil-defense services—fire,
police, rescue, welfare, warden, first aid—
are likely to have to work in a contam-
inated area, and must have personnel
trained and equipped to do the radiation
monitoring.

The need for radiological defense is
not restricted to the critical target area
or even to the towns around them. With
the possibility of fallout that could exist
under a wide-scale attack, and under
various weather conditions, every com-
munity in the United States must de-
velop a radiological defense. This means
training which cannot be done without
instruments and, for this reason, instru-
ments are the key to the whole problem.

There exists little proficiency in the
evaluation of radiation hazards or in the
operation of radiation instruments and
the interpretation of their readings. At
least 10 to 16 hours are required to train
an instrument reader; 25 to 30 additional
hours are required to train the radiolog-
ical monitor who can interpret the in-
strument readings and recommend civil-
defense actions. 7

The Civil Defense Administration pro-
poses to bring the training programs into
our school systems, It is believed that
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high-school science courses should in-
clude radiological defense subject matter
and high-school science teachers should
be capable of giving instruction in ra-
diological monitoring. Consequently, if
the radiological instruments can be made
available to the high-school science de-
partments a big step forward will have
been made in getting this course of
training initiated. Of course, in offer-
ing such training the Federal Civil De-
fense Administration will cooperate with
the Atomic Energy Commission and
with the Office of Education of the De-
partment of Health, Education, and Wel-
fare in the development of training pro-
grams to qualify the science teachers as
instructors in radiological defense.

The Independent Offices Appropria-
tions Act for fiscal year 1956 contained
funds of approximately $4 million, and
with that amount this program has al-
ready been started. This bill merely
has the effect of giving permanent au-
thorization for the purchase of these
instruments in the future so that they
can be loaned to the States for training
purposes. The cost of the program for
fiscal year 1957 is estimated to be $5.3
million.

Mr. Speaker, it does little good for us
to purchase civil-defense detection de-
vices if we do not have adequately trained
personnel throughout the Nation who
can use these instruments. In case of
an enemy attack it will be absolutely im-
perative that people throughout the
country be trained in the use of radiolog-
ical instruments in order to detect ra-
dioactive fallout from nuclear explo-
sions. I urge all members to give favor-
able consideration to this legislation.

Mr. OSTERTAG. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to extend my re-
marks at this point in the RECORD.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
New York?

There was no objection,

Mr. OSTERTAG. Mr. Speaker, the
purpose of this bill is to enable the Ad-
ministrator of the Federal Civil Defense
Administration to acquire and distribute
radiological detection devices to the
States for education and training pur-
poses.

The importance of providing such au-
thority, on a permanent basis, can hardly
be overestimated. It would probably be
desirable even if we were assured of
peace, for radiation hazards may result
from the industrial uses of atomic energy
as well as from its use in weapons. But
so long as the threat of war hangs over
us, it is absolutely essential.

Radiation fallout from an A-bomb or
an H-bomb can endanger life not only
within the immediate vicinity of a deto-
nation, but over an area of thousands of
square miles. Federal Civil Defense Ad-
ministrator Val Peterson estimates that
the fallout from a single 20-megaton
bomb would occur in dangerous quanti-
ties over an area of 8,000 to 10,000
square miles. In the event of a full-scale
attack, the dangers would be multiplied
astronomically. The Army recently re-
leased estimates indieating that an
atomic attack in relatively thickly set-
tled areas of the world could result in
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several hundred million deaths, depend-
ing on which way the wind blew.

Against the dangers of this deadly peril,
there is at present only one known pro-
tection—cover, deep cover, preferably,
until the danger is past. And the only
way to determine when the danger is
past is through radiation detection de-
vices.

To utilize and operate such devices
over an area of several thousand, or as
much as a million square miles would,
of course, be beyond the capabilities of
the Federal Government, even if it was
disposed to take over the entire eivil-
defense organization.

As the President wisely observed, in
his message to FCDA Administator Pe-
terson this week:

Civil defense can never become an effec-
tive instrument for human survival if it
becomes entirely dependent upon Federal
action. * * * The Federal Government must
remain in partnership with States, cities,
and towns. Only in this way can we obtain
more citizen pmlclpatlon. maore ViBOl'OuB
efforts by States, local governments, and
metropolitan areas, and more readiness by
the Congress to support necessary civil-
defense measures.

Mr. Speaker, the hill before you is
designed to implement the radiation de-
tection program within that framework
of Federal-State-local cooperation. It
is not intended to replace or eliminate
the purchase by the States of radio-
logical detection devices within their
present civil-defense programs. It is
intended to accelerate their programs,
at both the State and local levels, how-
ever, so that cadres of radiological-de-
tection personnel, trained and equipped,
can be developed throughout the coun-
try.

Some work along these lines is already
going forward as the result of temporary
authority granted to FCDA in appropria-
tions bills. This bill would make that
authority permanent, so that FCDA can
expand and accelerate its programs, in
the interest of this Nation’'s safety. I
hope it will be speedily enacted into law.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, was read the third
time, and passed, and a motion to recon-
sider was laid on the table.

CONSENT CALENDAR AND
SUSPENSIONS

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, I
ask unanimous consent that it be in or-
der on Monday next to call the Consent
Calendar, and that it also be in order
for the Speaker to recognize Members
to move to suspend the rules.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Mas-
sachusetts?

Mr. NICHOLSON. Mr. Speaker, re=
serving the right to object, I want to ask
about a bill that I have introduced, I
wonder if I can bring it up under sus-
pension of the rules, if the committee
does not want me to do so.

Mr. McCORMACEK. I will be glad to
confer with my friend and give him the
benefit of my advice and experience.

Mrs, ROGERS of Massachusetts. Mr.
Speaker, reserving the right to object,
I would like to ask about the program for
Saturday.
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Mr, McCORMACEK. I am unable to
state now, but I am philosophically view-
ing the program after today. Tomor-
row, when I see what develops, why then
I will concentrate on Saturday.

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Un-
doubtedly, we will work on Saturday.

Mr. McCORMACK. Oh, absolutely. I
make that statement for all Members.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection?

There was no objection.

RE H. R. 8902

The SPEAKER. Under previous or-
der of the House, the gentleman from
Massachusetts [Mr. HeseLToN] is recog-
nized for 20 minutes.

Mr. HESELTON. Mr. Speaker, yes-
terday I outlined some of the reasons for
opposing this legislation, beginning at
page 13418,

At page 13422 I referred to the fact
that a capital gains proceeding was be-
gun by the Civil Aeronautics Board on
April 6, 1956.

I pointed out that the existence of a
problem as to how best and fairly to
deal with gains and losses upon retire-
ment of the property of airlines.

But I referred to the excellent com-
ment as to the value of this proceeding
before the Civil Aeronautics Board made
by Vice Chairman Joseph P. Adams, of
that Board, when he said:

I consider this kind of proceeding the best
approach to the problem because it looks
toward a policy consistent with the scheme
of the Civil Aeronautics Act, fully supported
by a complete economic record, and geared

as closely as possible to the individual needs
of the carrier,

This capital gains proceeding has
reached the stage of a prehearing con-
ference and the report on that was served
July 3, 1856.

Thirty-three airlines are parties to
this proceeding. They are the ones still
receiving subsidies from the Federal
Treasury.

It is of considerable significance that
one of these airlines, Pan American, has
already received from the taxpayers of
this country over one-fifth of a billion
dollars in subsidies in the fiscal years
1939-56—%219,768,000—as set out in the
table on page 13422 of yesterday’s Rec-
orp. It is more significant that in the
tabulation of capital gains prepared by
the Department of Commerce as illus-
trative of the amounts which would have
accrued to subsidized airlines in the 5
calendar years 1951-55, had this proposal
been law. Pan American would have
had the lion’s share from the Federal
Treasury, approximately $17,288,000 of
the total of $21,900,700.

This makes quite clear Pan American's
keen interest in and vigorous efforts to
secure passage of this proposal by Con-
gress.

But it still leaves unanswered why Pan
American should be so concerned about
permitting this Civil Aeronautics Board
proceeding to continue to conclusion un-
less it interprets the decisions of the
United States Court of Appeals, which
was unanimously upheld by the Supreme
Court of the United States, as fatal to its
efforts to avoid the necessity of estab-
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lishing “need” under existing law, in
order to get subsidy on subsidy. This
seems more than likely in view of the
fact that the Civil Aeronautics Board
has ruled consistently against Pan
American and other airlines in treating
capital gains received from the retire-
ment of flight equipment as other reve-
nue under existing law and as thereby
reducing claimed subsidy requirements—
see annotation 3 in order instituting pro-
ceedings, which I now include:

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA,
CiviL. AERONAUTICS BOARD,
Washington, D. C.
OrpEr No. E-10171 ApopTED BY THE CIVIL
AERONAUTICS BoOARD AT ITS OFFICE IN WASH-
INGTON, D. C., oN THE 6TH DAY oF APRIL 1956

Mail rates for Alaska Airlines, Inc.; Alaska
Coastal Airlines; Allegheny Airlines, Inc.;
Bonsanga Alr Lines, Ine.; Braniff Airways, Inc.;
Byers Airways, Inc.; Central Airlines, Inc.;
Colonial Airlines, Inec.; Continental Air
Lines, Inc.; Cordova Airlines, Inc.; Ellis Air
Lines; Frontier Airlines, Inc.; Hawallan Air-
lines, Ltd.; Helicopter Alr Service, Inc.; Lake
Central Airlines, Inc.; Los Angeles Alrways,
Inc.; Mohawk Airlines, Inc.; New York Air-
ways, Inc.; North Central Airlines, Inec.;
Northeast Airlines, Inc.; Northern Consoli-
dated Airlines, Inc.; Ozark Air Lines, Inc.;
Pacific Northern Airlines, Inc.; Pan Ameri-
can-Grace Alrways, Inc.; Pan American
World Airways, Inc.; Pledmont Aviation,
Inc.; Reeve Aleutian Alrways, Inc.; SBouthern
Alrways, Inc.; BSouthwest Airways Co.;
Trans-Pacific Ailrlines, Ltd.; Trans-Texas
Alrways; West Coast Airlines, Inc.; Wien
Alaska Airlines Inc.; Docket No. 7902.

ORDER INSTITUTING PROCEEDINGS

The Instant order reopens the outstanding
section 4068 mail rates of the subsidized
carriers for the sole purpose of determining
whether or not the orders establishing such
rates should be amended, effective April 6,
19566, by the addition of provisions for re-
flecting gains and losses upon retirement of
property and the terms of such provisions.
As the Institution of these proceedings is
not based upon the ground that the existing
subsidy mail rates are otherwise excessive,
this order is not intended to affect the pres-
ent rate level of any carrier except insofar
as subsidy may be adjusted as the result of
this case to reflect the results of property
retirements.

Since the policles developed in this pro-
ceeding will affect carriers on temporary as
well as final rates, all subsidized carriers
have been made parties to this proceeding.

The Board’s authority to fix mail rates con-
talning subsidy is set forth in section 406 of
the Civil Aeronautics Act. Subsection (b)
thereof provides that the Board ‘*‘shall take
into consideration, among other factors
* * * the need of each such air carrier for
compensation for the transportation of mail
sufficient * * * together with all other rev-
enue of the alr carrler, to enable such air
carrier under honest, economical, and effi-
cient management, to maintain and con-
tinue the development of air transportation
to the extent and of the character and qual-
ity required.”

In determining a carrier's need, we must,
therefore, consider the extent to which that
need is reduced by the carrier's revenues
from other sources.t

Particularly since the beginning of the
Korean conflict, profits from property re-
tirements, especially of flight equipment,
have been substantial. Such profits have,
of course, always been considered as a part
of “other revenue."” In line with the Board's

1 Western Air Lines v. C. A. B. (347 U. 8. 67

(1954) ); Delta Air Lines v. Summerfield (347
U.S.74 (1954) ).
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general policles on the treatment of “other
revenue,” it has followed the practice of
reducing claimed subsidy requirements by
the amount of any known capital gains re-
ceived from the retirement of flight equip-
ment. Thus, such gains have usually been
offset in full against subsidy in so-called
past perlod rate cases® 1In addition, the
Board has applied such profits to reduce fu-
ture rates in cases where the profits were
realized prior to the establishment of the
rate.?

Logieal application of our other revenue
policy would seem to require that in estab-
lishing subsidy rates for future periods a
forecast of retirement gains be made, and
that such gains be utilized to reduce the sub-
sidy otherwise required for the future. How-
ever, application of a policy of reducing fu-
ture subsidy by forecast retirement gains
raises substantial problems as regards sales
which have not yet been consummated. The
timing of each sale, the state of the market
for aircraft at the fime when the transac-
tion is completed, and other variable factors
render a reasonably accurate forecast of
gains from this source most difficult.

Since the forecasting of gains upon dispo-
sition of property appears likely to entail a
substantial margin of error, we have con-
sidered whether some alternative technique
could be adopted which would prove more
accurate and workable, would be entirely
equitable to the carriers and the Government
alike and would not disturb the finality
status of the subsidized carriers’' rates. The
capital requirements arising from the car-
riers’ reequipment programs also suggest that
we should reappraise our policies regarding
gains from retirements of property. Accord-
ingly, we have instituted this proceeding in
order that the parties may develop a record
from which we may formulate a policy for
dealing with retirement profits to be appli=
cable to all subsidized carriers, whether on
final or temporary rates. The order contem-
plates that any new policy will be applied
by means of an amendment to all outstand-
ing rate orders effective as of the date of the
issuance of this order.

Since our sole concern in this proceeding
is with the problem of retirement gains, it
would be clearly undesirable from the stand-
point of the carriers and the publie interest
to reopen all subsidy rates with respect to all
issues in order to deal with that one issue.
Such a course would involve the necessity of
establishing rates for possibly lengthy past
periods for all subsidy carriers, a course which

2Pan American World Airways, Inc., Latin
American division, mail rates (provisional
statement), order No. E-T441, pp. 35-36, June
5, 1953 (final order), order No. E-T495, June
19, 1953; Northeast Alrlines, Inc., mail rates
(provisional statement), order No. E-7368,
pp. 15-17, May 11, 1953 (final order), order
No. E-T443, June 5, 1953; Northwest Airlines,
Inc., mail rates, domestic operations (tenta-
tive statement), order No. E-5839, p. 34,
November 2, 1951 (final order), order No.
E-6338, April 18, 1952; Pennsylvania-Central
Airlines, mail rates 4 CAB 22, 30 (1942),

¥ Pan American World Airways, Inc., system
mail rates (provisional statement), order No,
E-9869, p. 8, December 22, 1955 (final order),
order No. E-9888, December 30, 1955; Braniff
Alrways, Inc., domestic and international
mall rate (provisional statement), order No.
E-9670, p. 11, October 18, 1955 (final order),
order Nos. E-9711 and 9712, November 3,
1955; Transatlantic Final Mail Rate Case
(opinion), order No. E-8833, p. 115, December
20, 1954 (supplemental opinion on recon-
sideration), order No. E-9530, pp. 29-30,
August 30, 1955; Braniff Airways, Inc., do-
mestic operations, mail rates (provisional
statement), order No, E-7780, pp. 18-19, Oc~
tober 1, 1953 (final order), order No. E-7928,
November 27, 1953.
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would be burdensome to the Board and the
carriers and which would remove the incen-
tives, which are furnished by final future
rates, toward the achievement of economies
leading to self-sufficiency.

Another possible procedure for dealing
with the retirement problem would be to in-
stitute an investigation. This would have
the advantage of enabling us to limit the
jssues involved to the single lssue presented.
However, any action which we could take
upon the termination of such an investiga-
tion would be prospective only and we would
therefore be unable to reflect the effect of
possibly substantial capital gains realized by
carriers between the Institution and termi-
nation of the proceeding.

We believe that an acceptable solution to
this problem is to provide for the reopening
by this order of all subsidy malil rates, effec-
tive on the date of this order, and the limita-
tion of the issues In such proceeding to the
question of retirement gains and losses,
subject to the right of any carrier, at its op-
tion, to raise the issue of its over-all rate
level ‘at any time during the course of the
proceeding. At the conclusion of the pro-
ceeding the Board will then be in a position
to adjust the rates of all carriers not exer-
cising such option, effective April 6, 1956, in
order to reflect the determination of the
proper treatment of retirement profits, while
at the same time leaving the other ele-
ments of the carriers’ rates intact.

In view of the fact that galns on retire-
ment of flight equipment are clearly sep-
arable from the other elements golng to the
establishment of the rate, we believe that
this procedure is practical as well as equita-
ble to all parties. In limiting the issues
solely to the question of the proper treat-
ment of retirement gains we are not depriv-
ing any carrier of an opportunity to raise
any other issues going to the total rate, such
as rate of return, selling expense, operating
revenues, service lives and residual values of
aircraft, etc.

We are providing, however, that unless
other issues are clearly raised by formal ap-
plication accompanied by supporting data
filed within 30 days of service of this order,
they shall be considered waived, but where a
carrier files an application which ralses any
other issue as to its rate, then all issues going
to the fixing of a mail rate will be open,
effective April 6, 19564 Any carrier desiring
to challenge the adequacy of its overall rate
level during the pendency of this proceeding
following the 30-day period may do so by
filing a similar application and in such event
the carrier's rate level shall be considered
open as to all issues as of the date of such
application.

We shall, of course, continue to establish
mail rates during the course of this pro-
ceeding in the normal fashion. In fixing
such rates, we shall apply our current poli-
cles regarding retirement gains. If, at the
conclusion of this proceeding, it is deter-
mined that no change should be made in
those policies, the compensation paid pur-
suant to such rates will be left undisturbed.
If some policy change is made with regard
to retirement gains, the rates established
during the pendency of this proceeding may
be modified accordingly, effective April 6,
1956.

Accordingly it is ordered that proceedings
are hereby instituted reopening the out-
standing mail rates established under section

« In such cases, all issues other than those
specifically encompassed in this proceeding
will be treated in separate mail proceedings,
in conformance with established mail rate
practice. The rules of practice relating to
documents filed in such cases, including
those relating to petitions, may be used as a
general gulde to the preparation of appli-
cations under this order.
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408 of the Civil Aeronautics Act® for the
operations of Alaska Coastal Alrlines; Byers
Alirways, Inc.; Central Airlines, Inc.; Conti-
nental Air Lines, Inc.; Cordova Airlines, Inc.;
Ellis Air Lines; Frontier Air Lines, Inc.; Ha-
walian Airlines, Ltd.; Helicopter Air Service,
Ine.; Lake Central Airlines, Inc.; North Cen-
tral Airlines, Inc.; Northeast Airlines, Inc.;
Pan American World Airways, Inc.; Reeve
Aleutian Alrways, Inc.; Southern Airways,
Inc.; Trans-Pacific Airlines, Ltd.; and Wien
Alaska Airlines, Inc.,, over their entire sys-
tems, and Braniff Airways, Inc., over its in-
ternational routes, for the sole purpose of
determining whether or not the orders estab-
lishing such mall rates should be made sub-
Jject to provisions for adjustment, effective
April 6, 1958, to reflect gains and losses upon
the retirement of property® owned by such
carriers, and the terms of such provisions.?

It is further ordered that Alaska Airlines,
Inc., Allegheny Airlines, Inc., Bonanza Air
Lines, Ine., Colonial Airlines, Ine., Los
Angeles Airways, Inc., Mohawk Alrlines, Inc.,
New York Airways, Inc.,, Northern Consoli-
dated Airlines, Inc., Ozark Air Lines Inc.,
Pacific Northern Airlines, Inc., Pan American-
Grace Alrways, Inc., Pledmont Aviation, Ine.,
Bouthwest Airways Co.,, Trans-Texas Air-
ways, and West Coast Ailrlines, Ine., are
hereby made parties to this proceeding®

It is further ordered that all further pro-
cedure herein shall be in accordance with the
rules of practice.

It 1s further ordered that the issues in-
volved herein shall be limited to the gues-
tion of whether or not the mall-rate orders
referred to herein should be made subject
to provisions for adjusting said rates to re-
flect gains and losses upon the retirement of
property owned by the earriers named above,
effective April 6, 1956, and the terms of such
provisions: Provided, however, That any car-
rier may file an application stating that its
rate is, or is likely to become, inadequate,
and setting forth the reasons therefore, to-
gether with supporting documents, in which
case the carrier's overall rate level, including
all issues relating thereto, shall be considered
open. Applications filed within 30 days of
this order shall have the effect of reopening
the overall rate level, as aforesaid, as of April
6, 1956, and applications filed subsequent to
such 30 days shall have the effect of re-
opening such rate level as of the date when
filed.?

It is further ordered that any issue, other
than the issue of the treatment of gains and
losses upon the retirement of property, shall
be dealt with in separate proceedings.

It is further ordered that this order be
served upon all parties to this proceeding.

By the Civil Aeronautics Board:

M. C. MULLIGAN,
Secretary.

Mr. Speaker, it may be helpful to those
who wish to understand the issues in-

5 This order is not intended to disturb the
service mail rates established under Re-
organization Plan No. 10 of 1953.

® While we have framed the issues broadly
to include all types of property, our chief
concern is with retirements of flight equip-
ment. The guestion as to the types of prop-
erty to be included in the rate adjustment
provisions will, of course, be one of the issues
in this proceeding.

T While this order does not affect the sec-
tion 406 rate established for Branifi’s domes-
tic division, it does embrace the question of
adjustment of the international division's
subsidy rate order to reflect property retire-
ments over the carrier's entire system.

5 The rates for these carriers are already
open.

? Nothing herein is to be construed to pre-
vent the Board from reopening any carrier’s
overall rate level, including all issues related
thereto, efflective on the date of the order re-
opening such rate level.
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volved in this proposal to have available
also the report of prehearing conference.
Consequently, I include it here:

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA,
CIVIL AERONAUTICS BOARD,
Washington, D. C.

CapPITAL GAINS PROCEEDING, DockET No. T902—
REPORT OF PREHEARING CONFERENCE

Served July 3, 19566, upon:

Robert W. Oliver, 730 Southern Bulilding,
Washington, D. C,, for Alaska Alrlines, Inc.,
Central Alrlines, Inc., Helicopter Alr Service,
Inc., and Mohawk Airlines, Inc.

Joseph D. Sullivan, 700 Woodward Build-
ing, Washington, D. C., for Alaska Coastal
Alrlines, Inc., Cordova Alrlines, Inc., North-
ern Consolidated Airlines, Inc., and Wien
Alagka Alrlines, Inc.

Lawrence L. Stentzel, 122 East 42d Street,
New York, N. Y,, for Allegheny Airlines, Inc.

G, Robert Henry, Post Office Box 391, Las
Vegas, Nev,, for Bonanza Airlines, Inc.

H. A. Bchneider, 815 15th Street NW.,
Washington, D, C., for Braniff Airways, Inc.

Clyde S. Carter, 1701 K Street NW., Wash-
ington, D. C., for Continental Airlines, Inec.,
Reeve Aleutian Airways, Inc., and West Coast
Alrlines, Inc.

Harry A. Bowen, 408 Wyatt Bulilding,
Washington, D. C., for Frontier Airlines, Inc.

George C. Neal, B05 15th Street NW.,
Washington, D. C., for Hawailian Airlines,
Ltd.

A. L. Wheeler, 817 Warner Bullding, Wash-
ington, D. C,, for North Central Airlines, Inc.

John H. Slate, 5561 Fifth Avenue, New York
City, N. Y., for New York Airways, Inc.

Herbert L. Berman, 10 Post Office Building,
South Boston, Mass.

Gerald P. O'Grady, 1011 Cafritz Building,
1625 I Street NW. Washington, D. C., for
Pacific Northern Airlines, Inc.

Gerhard A. Gesell, 701 Union Trust Bulld-
ing, Washington, D. C., for Pan American-
Grace Alrways, Inc.

John C. Pirle, 135 East 42d Street, New
York City, N. Y, for Pan American World
Alrways, Inc,

Cecil A. Beasley, Jr., 912 American Secu-
rity Building, Washington, D. C., for South-
ern Airways, Inc.,, and Pledmont Aviation,
Ine.

Howard J. Thomas, 411 Eig Building, Silver
Spring, Md., for Southwest Airways Co.

Vincent L. Gingerich, Citizens Bank Build-
ing, Takoma Park, Md. for Trans-Texas
Alrways.

Arthur S. Present and Chris E. Steier, Bu-
reau Counsel, Civil Aeronautics Board,
Washington, D. C.

Exceptions, if any, to the matters con-
tained in this report must be filed with Ex-
aminer Paul N. Pfeiffer and served upon all
counsel within 5 days from the date of serv-
ice shown above.

REPORT OF PREHEARING CONFERENCE HELD
JUNE 18, 1956

Pursuant to due notice of the chief exam-
iner, a prehearing conference in the above-
entitled proceeding was held on June 18,
1956, at 10 a. m. (eastern daylight saving
time), in room 1512, temporary building No.
4, 17th Street and Constitution Avenue NW.,
Washington, D. C., before the undersigned
hearing examiner.

The {following persons entered appear-
ances:

Robert W. Oliver for Alaska Airlines, Ine,,
Central Airlines, Inc., Helicopter Alr Serv-
ice, Ine¢., and Mohawk Alrlines, Inc.

Joseph D. Sullivan and Theodore I. Sea-
mon for Alaska Coastal Airlines, Cordova
Airlines, Ine., Northern Consolidated Air-
lines, Inec., and Wien Alaska Alrlines, Ine.

Hamilton O. Hale, Lawrence L. Stentzel,
and Walter J. Short for Allegheny Alirlines,
Ine.

G. Robert Henry for Bonanza Air Lines,
Inc.

H. A. Schneider for Braniff Alrways, Inc.
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C. Edward Leasure, H. F. Scheurer, and
Clyde S, Carter for Continental Air Lines,
Inc., Reeve Aleutian Airways, Inc., and West
Coast Airlines, Inc.

George C. Neal for Hawalian Ailrlines, Ltd.

James G. Ray and A. L. Wheeler for North
Central Airlines, Inc.

John H. Slate for New York Airways,

£,

Herbert L. Berman, Henry E. Foley, and
Clarence I. Peterson for Northeast Airlines,
Inc.

Gerald P. O'Grady for Pacific Northern
Airlines, Inc.?

Gerhard A. Gesell for Pan American-Grace
Airways, Inc.

John C, Pirie for Pan American World Air-
ways, Inc.

Cecil A. Beasley, Jr., for Southern Alrways,
Inc., and Piedmont Aviation, Inc.

Howard J. Thomas for Southwest Airways
Co.
Vincent L. Gingerich for Trans-Texas Air-
ways.

Harry A. Bowen for Frontier Airlines, Inc.?

Arthur 8. Present and Chris E. Steler for
Bureau of Air Operations,

This proceeding was instituted by order
No. E-10171, adopted April 6, 1956, which
order opened the mail rates of all subsidized
carriers effective on the same date for the
purpose of considering the gquestion of the
proper treatment of gains and losses upon
the retirement of company property. The
reo) g was subject to the right of any
carrier, at its option, to raise the issue of its
overall mail-rate level at any time during the
course of the proceeding by formal applica-
tion under section 406 of the act. The issues
in this proceeding were limited solely to the
question of the proper treatment of retire-
ment gains—other issues such as rate of re-
turn, selling expense, operating revenues,
service lves, and residual values of aircraft
could be ralsed by any alr carrier party by
formal application, accompanied by support-
ing data, within 30 days of the service of
the order, or else it would be considered
walved so far as this proceeding is concerned.

In accordance with the latter provision of
the order, on May 7, 1956, Helicopter Air
Service, Inc., Central Airlines, Inc., and
Bouthern Alrways, Inc. filed petitions for
the adjustment of overall final mail rates, and
were assigned Docket Nos. 7986, T987, and
7908, respectively.

At the opening of the conference the
scope of the issues in the proceeding was
discussed. Bureau counsel indicated that
the object of the case would be the develop-
ment of a formula to account for retirement
capital gains, and not the actual dollar
amount of recapture, amortization, or off-
set applicable to each carrier. After con-
siderable discussion he conceded that a re-
sult of this proceeding cculd be the issu-
ance of 33 different orders accounting for
capital galns of each subsidized carrler dif-
ferently, depending upon the particular need
of such carrier for capital gain retentlon as
may be established in this proceeding.

Mr. Oliver raised the question as to whether
consideration of capital losses as well as
gains was in issue in the proceeding. Bu-
reau counsel agreed that it was.

Mr. Neal desired consideration herein of
the question whether the Board’s failure to
underwrife the Convairs operated by Hawal-
fan Airlines may be considered in connec-
tion with that carrier's need to retain capi-
tal gains on the sale of its DC-3's. Bureau
counsel agreed to the inclusion of this issue.

Messrs. Oliver and Henry requested that
consideration be given herein as to whether
depreciation on alreraft was or was not earned
so as to affect the net book value of aircraft
sold, the contention being that the carrler
should be charged only with capital gains

1 Appeared informally by communication
to the examiner.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

computed on the basis of earned deprecia-
tion.

Mr, Oliver indicated that a motion would
be filed to dismiss the proceeding on the
ground that the Board has no power to
open up only one element of a carrier's
mall rate for consideration of capital gains
recapture purposes without thereby opening
up for consideration the need of the af-
fected carrlers under all the elements of
mail rate making under section 406 of the
act.

A lengthy discussion then ensued as to
whether the meed of each carrier to retain
capltal gains for operational as well as legit-
imate capital purposes was a proper con-
sideration within the lssues of this pro-
ceeding as limited by the Board order in-
stituting same. Counsel for several of the
carriers maintained that, for example, the
need of a carrier to retain capital gains for
the purpose of utilizlng same to Increase
schedules on a particular segment of its
route was a proper consideration. Counsel
for Braniff urged that consideration be given
to the retention of eapital gains for the
purpose of building a new maintenance base.
After considerable debate it was ruled that
evidence will be received bearing on the
need of the carrier parties for retention of
capital galns for legltimate capital pur-
poses—for example, the purchase of new
equipment, construction of malntenance
bases, etc—but that evidence relating to
their need to retain capital gains for ordi-
nary operational purposes, e. g., to increase
schedules, increase selling expense, or sched-
ule expansion to meet foreign competition
was not within the scope of this proceed-
ing, but may be raised by those carriers so
desiring by reopening their mail rate in
toto through an appropriate petition under
section 406 of the act so as to consider
the need of each carrier for funds to pro-
vide honest, economic, and eflicient oper-
ations over its routes as required by the
public convenience and necessity.

It was also ruled that within the scope of
the issues hereéin would be consideration of
whether the recapture, amortization, or off-
set (whichever theory is adopted) would
be partial or full, depending upon the show-
ing of each carrier’s need for retention, in
whole or in part, for legitimate capital
purposes.

It was agreed by Bureau counsel and the
air carriers concerned that there was no
substantial difference between the status of
the three carriers, Hellcopter Alr Service,
Southern Alrways, and Central Airlines,
which filed objections in this proceeding and
thereby reopened their overall rate level, and
those other carrier parties which may be on
so-called “open” mall rates at the present
time. Bureau counsel stated in his brief
that the final order in this proceeding would
amend all existing rate orders, eflective as of
April 6, 1956. For those carriers still on
open rates, the final order herein would be
a factor in whatever final deecision i1s ren-
dered In such separate malil-rate proceeding.

Bureau counsel stated that he is consid-
ering the presentation of two alternative
plans which, as a part of his afirmative case,
would be described in greater detail at the
time of exchange of information. The first
plan generally involves immediate annual re~
capture of capital gains. The second plan
involves amortization of the capital gains
over the life of the new equipment or other
property purchased, a legitimate perlod being
the life of the principal mortgage on newly
acquired property. The Bureau will not at
this time propose any plan to offset such
capital gains against the purchase of new
property, but reserves its right to do so or
revise its position in any other manner after
all the evidence has been introduced. The
examiner indicated that in the event the
final position of the Bureau was withheld
until after the close of the hearing, the Bu-

‘reau would be required to file its statement
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of position or brief in advance of the briefs
of other parties so as to comply with the
requirements of adequate notice.

‘With respect to capital losses, the Bureau
proposes that there would be no reimburse-
ment of the carriers for capital losses, but
that such losses may be offset against future
galns through a carrying-forward process.

The carriers did not set forth the position
that they would take in the proceeding, ex-
cept that there was a suggestion that the
issue of offsetting capital gains against the
cost of future purchases for depreciation
purposes may be advocated at a later date.

An opportunity was given all parties by
the examiner to consider adjustment of the
dispute along middle grounds, but no party
showed any inclination toward instituting
settlement negotiations at this time,

Mr. Schneider, representing Braniff, ob-
jected to the stipulation proposed by the
Bureau, and the examiner indicated that
official notice would be taken of the mat-
ters contained In that stipulation to the
extent that the law allows, with the under-
standing that the matters to be officially
noticed must be set forth by the partles
formally either at the hearing or in their
briefs,

The parties agreed to comply with the
Bureau’s information requests, in the
amended form set forth in appendix A.

Mr. Oliver indicated that he would file a
motion to dismiss the pr on the
legal grounds previously advanced, and he,
as well as other parties joining in the mo-
tion, were granted until July 2, 1956, for
the purpose. A subsequent request for ex-
tension to July 12, 1956, is hereby granted.

In the event that legislation affecting the
issues in this proceeding which is now pend-
ing s passed by the Congress at the present
session, the prehearing conference will be
reconvened.

A matter that was not discussed was which
side of the issues has the burden of going
forward with the evidence. Since the Bu-
reau of Air Operations is the proponent of
& new rule in this proceeding, it will bear
the burden of going forward with the evi-
dence in accordance with section 7 (c) of
the Administrative Procedure Act. (For
House and Senate committee reports bearing
on this subject, see pp. 207-208, 269-271 of
8. Doc. No. 248, 78th Cong., 2d sess., printed
July 26, 19486.)

All testimony should be reduced to writing
and circulated at least 48 hours before the
sponsoring witness is called to the stand.

Procedural dates were established as fol-
lows:

Exchange of information, July 18, 1956.

Exchange of direct exhibits, September 10,
1956.

m?xchange of rebuttal exhibits, October 15,
6.

Hearing, tentative, in Washington, D. C.,

November 14, 1956.
Pavur N. PFEIFFER,
Hearing Ezaminer.
APPENDIX A
MarTERs To BE OFFICIALLY NOTICED

1. All monthly, quarterly and annual re-
ports filed by the United States certificated
carriers with the Board, beginning January
1, 1939, together with all written communi-
cations between the Board and the carriers
with respect to such reports.

2. All official schedules and tariffs filed
by all United States certificated ecarriers
with the Board and the Official Airline Gulde.

INFORMATION REQUEST

The following information needed by Bu-
reau Counsel for the preparation of his
case 1s requested of each party:

1. A statement setting forth:

(a) The amount of long-term debt, in-
cluding debenture issues, outstanding as of
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December 31, 1944, together with the terms
of repayment.

(b) The amount of each long-term loan
floated from January 1, 1945, to date, to-
gether with the date of borrowing and the
terms of repayment.

(e) A schedule of the dates and amounts
of repayment of each loan referred to in
paragraphs (a) and (b).

(d) The net dollar amount of new com-
mon stock or preferred stock capital raised
during the period January 1, 1945, to date,
with the date of issuance.

2. A statement setting forth the follow-
ing information regarding alrcraft on order
at the time this information is furnished:

(a) Type of aircraft.

(b) Number of aircraft and engines on
order.

(c) Total purchase price on an aggregate
basis of all aircraft, engines, and related
flight equipment.

3. If the carrier has received firm com-
mitments from financial institutions, un-
derwriters, or others with regard to the
financing of new equity or debt capital as of
the date for furnishing information, furnish
the following:

(a) The type of capital to be furnished
(I. e, whether long-term debt, preferred
stock or common stock).

(b) The total amount committed by type
of capital, less any amounts previously
drawn down, together with the date or dates
on which the capital will become available.

(c) With respect to long-term debt, give
the terms of repayment, except for interest
rates.

The carriers are to supplement the record
from time to time up to time of closing
the hearing with respect to the information
requested.

CAINS IN NATIONAL DEFENSE UN-
DER EISENHOWER ADMINISTRA-
TION

The SPEAKER. Under previous order
of the House, the gentleman from Cal-
ifornia [Mr. WiLson] is recognized for
60 minutes.

Mr. WILSON of California. Mr.
Speaker, it is almost 15 years since the
attack on Pearl Harbor. That day, De-
cember 7, 1941, has been called a day of
infamy in American history. We were
caught unready and unprepared. Yet, if
Pearl Harbor was a day of infamy, then
the year 1950 was a year of tragedy, for
it was in 1950, just six years ago that
we were again caught napping, unready
for the war in Korea.

A group of us here in the House of
Representatives has been concerned
about our military or defense posture
today. We are not military experts, but
we have to make decisions affecting our
military strength, so we have been exam-
ining our military program—have been
asking critical questions about the state
of our preparedness. We have endeav-
ored to search out the facts, to separate
them from the faney, and now are
ready to come up with a factual report
on the state of our preparedness today.

Of course, this is an election year, and
the political winds have been blowing in
monsoon proportions at the other end
of the Capitol. All manner of questions
and doubts have been raised in the other
body as to our military strength. There
has been what the San Diego Union in
my district called recently “so much
public suffering.”

Now I would be the last to deny that
our report today on military posture has
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its own political overtones. We, as Re-
publicans, are proud of the gains that
have been made under the Eisenhower
administration. We are particularly
proud of the improvements in our mili-
tary strength. Hence, the desire on our
part to spell out these gains today.

It seems to have been the pattern in
recent months, at the other end of the
Capitol, to compare certain elements of
our military strength with similar ele-
ments of Soviet military strength. As
President Eisenhower said recently, in
a press interview:

I repeat again and again the strength of
America is not just to be found in a gulded
missile or bomb, no matter how big, or in
the airplanes, it Is in everything.

Consequently, a few of us will attempt
this afternoon to outline our military
strength, not just a comparison of our
air power versus Soviet air power, our
Navy against the Russian navy, but of
our overall total defense posture. Since
this is the sixth year anniversary of
our entry in the Korean war, why not
compare our strength today with our
strength of 1950. Let us compare how
we stand in our research and develop-
ment program in 1950 and now, in our
striking power, in our mobility readi-
ness. Let us compare the period of 1950
with 1956, as it relates to the strength
of our Allies, the power of our industrial
facilities, and our whole mobilization
requirements. I believe it is entirely fair
and proper for us to use these two years,
1950 and 1956, as comparisons. We must
know today if we are making the same
mistakes that were made before Pearl
Harbor and before Korea. The possi-
bility exists, and we must all face it,
that the carousing madmen in the Krem-
lin might very well touch off another ter-
rible conflagration. We must not be
caught short again.

Nineteen hundred and fifty was a Tru-
man year—1956 is an Eisenhower year.
That we all know. And the obvious an-
swer to a question on comparative
strengths of those 2 years is that we
are infinitely better prepared today,
from the standpoint of weapons in being,
weapons on the drawing boards, weapons
in the testing stage. In all fairness, we
must point out that, having been caught
short the second time in Korea, we made
an immediate start to rebuild our
strength. Some of the weapons, some
of the programs, that give us strength
today were planned and ordered in the
2 years of the Truman administration,
when we were at war in Korea.

Research time, development time, lead
time being what they are, we can be
thankful that the start was made then—
in 1950—to rebuild our skeleton military
forces, and to recognize the fundamental
point made by General Washington when
he said:

If we desire to be secure—it must be
known that we are at all times ready for
war.

At the end of World War II, we had
been the strongest nation the world had
ever seen. Yet, year after year, follow-
ing World War II, we saw deeper and
deeper cuts, not only of the military fat
but of the muscle, the very sinews of our
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military strength, until we faced Korea
in 1950 as a second-rate military nation.
- It gives me pride in our Republican
leadership to recall that the Republican
sqth Congress tried to call a halt to the
clipping of the wings of our Air Force.
Under Defense Secretary Louis Johnson,
our huge Air Force was ordered cut down
to 48 wings. The Republican 80th
Congress, not only authorized, but ap-
propriated the money for a 70-wing Air
Force. Harry Truman vetoed this au-
thorization. The 80th Congress over-
rode Truman'’s veto and insisted on a
70-wing Air Force. Harry Truman re-
fused to spend the money.

Two short years later we went into
Korea with obsolete airplanes and air
strength insufficient to carry out our
military mission.

One of the harshest critics of our de-
fense posture today was in 1950 the
civilian head of our air arm and had been
for 4 critical years, when our Air Force
grew progressively weaker. It is inter-
esting to examine some of his state-
ments in 1950 and compare them with
his attitude today. Just 14 weeks before
the invasion of Korea, on April the 12th,
in Macon, Ga., the then Air Force Secre-
tary said:

All of us must work together unceasingly
to solve the problem of financing the bare
necessities of military security, both at home
and abroad, without wrecking our national
economy in the process.

A little later, he said:

We must not repeat our past error of try~
ing to build as much as possible of every-
thing that might concelvably be used in any
future war. We must concentrate instead
on the real necessities and only those neces-
sities, because that production in itself will
heavily burden our national economy and
resources. Nothing should be bought or
built except against the war plans established
by our military leaders and approved by
higher authorities.

That last line is a little ironic—
“Nothing should be bought or built ex-
cept against the war plans established by
our military leaders and approved by
higher authorities,” for in recent weeks
we have seen the man who made this
statement in the forefront of those urg-
ing the billion-dollar increase in our Air
Force for B-52 bombers, urging the
increase cver the objections of the Na-
tional Security Council, the Joint Chiefs
of Staff, the Secretary of Defense, the
Secretary of the Air Force, and others
entrusted with the military decisions of
today.

In that same speech, shortly before the
Eorean invasion, he said this: :

If you ask, “Is there to be a war?' my
personal opinion is “No™ provided America
remains strong.

He also went on to say:

If America is prepared, those so foolish as
to attack us will be destroyed, so we must
be strong to stay secure, and we must be
secure to stay free.

With the latter part of his statement, I
find full agreement. That is the theme
of our report today, for in comparing our
air strength of 1956 with our air strength
of 1950, the obvious improvement is both
reassuring and heartening.

Today’s Air Force has three times the
combat wing strength of 1950 which was
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42. This year we reach our goal of 126
combat wings, plus 11 support wings.
They are modern, full-strength wings.
In 1950 we were operating nine carrier
air groups. At the present time we have
17 naval air groups, each of which has a
striking potential far above the total
naval striking power we had at the time
of Korea.

General Twining pointed out not long
ago that just one bomber today can un-
leash more explosive force than all the
bombs dropped in all of World War II.
Many of our wings are comprised of the
fast B-47 jet bombers that can go any-
where in the world by means of refueling
from our modern tanker fleet.

Our B-52 wings are now becoming
operational to replace the workhorse
B-36's. The bomb bays of just one B-
52, manned by 6 men, can carry an ex-
plosive force greater than that of a mil-
lion B-1T7's of World War II, manned by
15 million airmen, carrying bombs of
TNT, bombs of the type used in the
European conflict. As our able Secre-
tary of Defense Charles E. Wilson said
recently, the striking power of our Air
Force and modern weapons is “so large
that it almost defies the imagination.”

To me, the most significant difference
bewteen 1956 and 1950 is the stability
that has entered our defense picture.
The armed services of this Nation in the
last 20 years have been subjected to feast
or famine. The Eisenhower adminis-
tration has put an end to the feast or
famine. There has been a steady, care-
fully planned, and carefully executed
build-up of our military might.

I represent a great military area, San
Diego, Calif., headquarters for many
Navy commands and a manufacturing
center for aircraft and guided missiles.
Isaw what happened after World War 11,
when we mothballed our fleet, closed
down our installations, cut out our air-
craft production. San Diego was almost
a ghost city at the height of the Louis
Johnson era. We were listed as a criti-
cal unemployment area. Well, the Navy
is back in business today—and the air-
craft factories are humming again—not
humming at double-time rates for nights
and Sundays, but humming because of
an aireraft procurement program that
makes sense, spreading out the contracts
over the years ahead so that we can keep
our Air Force and Navy air arm com-
pletely modernized as the years roll by,
and still be able to pay the bills. Yes—
we've put an end to the feast or famine—
and that in itself is a very real military
accomplishment.

Attempts have been made in recent
years and months to build up one arm
or other disproportionately, without
taking into consideration such related
factors as impact on the economy, proper
training of personnel to operate the ad-
vanced equipment and similar problems.
Today’s policy of stability is a result of
the considered judgment of the Presi-
dent, the Cabinet, the National Security
Council and the Joint Chiefs of Staff.

I was pleased last year to hear our
distinguished and beloved chairman of
the Armed Services Committee, the Hon-
orable CarL VINSON, say:

The American people should rejolce in
the knowledge that the days of valleys and
peaks, of feast and famine, are over.
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It is safe to say that when we com-
pare our striking force of today with
our weaknesses of 1950, we should be
encouraged by the vast improvement.
We are strong. We have a strong Air
Force, a strong Navy, a strong Marine
Corps, a strong Army and we must con-
tinue to build their strength. We must
continue to take inventory of our na-
tional security, to evaluate its needs and
to see that we do not go down for the
third time to the inevitable defeat that
will be our destiny if we are caught un-
ready and weak.

I hope that, in our generation, we
shall never need to use the strength that
we possess and will continue to possess
if today’s policies are continued. With
all this force, we shall never become the
aggressor, but this force could very well
prevent aggression against us. As Sec-
retary Wilson said in March this year,
The real fundamental is this: the tre-
mendous deterrent power in military forces
today. We have today, and we will have for
the foreseeable future, the cspablllty of in-
flicting vast destruction upon any aggressor
anywhere in the world. This capability
cannot be thwarted—a retaliatory force of
vast proportions can be applied regardless
of a massive surprise attack on our country,
and regardless of defensive measures of the
aggressor. This fact is the key deterrent
to war. No recent development and no fore-
seeable development will basically change
this situation.

I have made no attempt today to dis-
cuss a field that has captured the fancy
of this Nation, the field of missiles,
guided missiles, ballistic missiles, sub-
sonic and supersonic missiles. I should
like to discuss a comparison of the hopes
of 1950 with the realities of 1956 in this
important fleld. But first I think we
should have a comparison of the more
conventional methods of waging war.
What was the strength of our military
and our Navy in 19507 What weapons
were available? And what weapons do
we have at hand today?

Mr. Speaker, the quality of our weap-
ons and the strength of our fighting
forces are of course the main elements
of our defense posture. One of our col-
leagues is prepared today to discuss our
present comparative military might with
that of our pre-Korea days. In yield-
ing the floor to Congressman HosMmer, I
would like to point out that he is ad-
mirably qualified to discuss this sub-
ject, having spent 6 years in World War
II in every major theater of naval opera-
tions. As skipper of a Navy assault
transport, his wartime experiences in-
clude many contacts with the enemy, in
one of which encounters his ship was
sunk in the South Pacific. In addition
to his congressional activities, he is a
commander in the Naval Reserve.

I yield to our distinguished colleague,
Cralc HosMer, of California.

Mr. HOSMER. Mr. Speaker, Presi-
dent Truman on June 1, 1950, told his
regular press conference that the world
was closer to peace than at any time
during the previous 5 years.

Before the end of that same June in
1950, an Asiatic horde, armed to the hilt
with Russian weapons and heavy tanks,
trained by Communist officers, overran
the free Republic of South Eorea.

On July 1, 1950, according to official
records at the Pentagon, the United
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States managed to have just 540 men of
the 24th Infantry in Korea to help the
free ROK Forces. The Navy had 1 of-
ficer, 3 enlisted men, plus a small Marine
guard at the United States Embassy.

By July 17, exactly 6 years ago Tues-
day, the first amphibious landing was
completed successfully by American
forces on the west coast at Inchon. By
the end of the month, under the flag of
the United Nations, we had 52,000 troops
in South Korea to ficht the Communist
aggression. By August 2 the entire 1st
Marine Division was in Korea.

We hardly need be reminded, on this
sixth anniversary of the Korean out-
break, of some of the events in Korea
prior to the invasion.

Although the United States gave gen=~
erously to the new Korean Republic—
$523 million to be exact—only $56 mil-
lion was in military aid. This aid con-
sisted of an assortment of small arms
and ammunition suitable for police ac-
tion, mostly surplus equipment left be-
hind when the American occupational
forces withdrew in 1949. These in-
cluded 40,000 Japanese rifles, some 100,-
000 small arms, 2,000 bazookas, and quite
an assortment of light artillery—but
nothing very effective against the steel
walls of a Russian heavy tank.

This, I am sorry to say, was the Amer-
ican-Korean situation 6 years ago today.
In fact, on July 18, 1950—6 years ago
yesterday, an illustrious Member of this
House, our colleague from Minnesota, Dr.
WALTER JUDD, an expert on Asiastic af-
fairs, stated:

For the first 3 years after V-J day, we re-
fused to train and develop armed forces to
defend South Eorea, although we knew the
Russians were feverishly developing large
forces in North Korea and had large and
experienced units made up of Koreans across
the border in both Siberia and Manchuria.
We were, as usual, perfectly correct and
proper—and weak.

That statement pretty well defines our
overall defense posture at that time.

Despite President Truman’s predic-
tion of “peace in our time” as of 1950,
he should have paid attention to Dr.
Jupp who on January 19, 1950, asserted
on the floor of the House:

I am willing to predict, although I shall
take this remark out of the Recorp, that

Eorea will be overrun and our money will
probably be lost.

What was our policy toward our
friendly ward on the coast of Asia?
Perhaps Prof. Owen Lattimore spelled
it out in an article published on July 17,
1949, wherein he said concerning pend-
ing legislation for Korean aid:

The thing to do, therefore, is to let South
Eorea fall, but not let it look as though we
pushed it. Hence, the recommendation of
a parting grant of $150 million.

Mr. Lattimore was, at that time, some
sort of consultant to the State Depart-
ment and many stalwart American eiti-
zens are still not satisfied on which side
Dr. Lattimore was playing.

This much I know, because it is a
maitter of record:

Of the £10,230,000 earmarked for Eorea in
the military assistance bill signed by Presi-
dent Truman October 28, 1949, only $200 in
signal wire had been delivered when the war
began on June 25, 1950,
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Now let us contrast that posture of
1950 with that today when all aggres-
sion into territory of the free world is
stalemated.

The head of the allied foreces in Eu-
rope held a press interview in Paris on
the last day of this May. At that time,
the Wisconsin-born General Larry Nor-
stad said:

We are here to defend ourselves—never to
attack anyone first—and I would make no
apology for what weapons we use.

The Russians do not have fo speak
English to understand his meaning. Un-
der Eisenhower, the United States means
business and aggression will be met by
as much defense as is required to stop
invasion in its tracks. That is indeed a
contrast to the Truman-Acheson poli-
cies that failed in 1950.

The world at large knows that atomic
cannon are in place at advance outposts
of the free world, but it does not know
what such a device means when used
in tactical defense.

The Pentagon has been questioned on
this point and has answered officially.
It is, I believe, the first time that the
devastation of such shells has been ex-
plained in terms that ordinary folk can
understand.

The question was:

Contrast the devastating effect of a stand-
ard artillery shell and an artillery shell
armed with atomic warhead.

The answer was:

A 280-millimeter shell with an atomic
warhead, equivalent to 20,000 tons of high
explosives, has been tested. The explosion
from such a shell would produce thermal
radiation, gamma radiation, and blast. For
troops in the open, the thermal effect would
have the longest range. The thermal effect
from such an airburst weapon under normal
weather conditions would produce 50 percent
fatalities among exposed personnel at ranges
up to slightly more than a mile from the
point of burst; all other exposed personnel
within the 1-mile range would receive third-
degree burns. In contrast, a8 105-millimeter
howitzer shell, quick-fuzed, could be expect-
ed to cause 50 percent casualties (not neces-
sarily fatalities) over an elliptical area about
15 yards deep and 50 yards wide, centered on
the point of burst. The comparable ellipse
for a 1556-millimeter howitzer shell would be
about 18 yards by 60 yards, and for an 8-
inch howitzer shell about 20 yards by 80
yards.

These howitzers, particularly the 155-
millimeter, were in common use in
Korea. Taking the above contrast, we
can figure that about 2,000 Eorean shells
of that size—just 6 years ago—would
inflict about half of the damage in terms
of casualties that one tactical atomic
shell will produce today. One hundred
atomic shells would level the District of
Columbia.

Concentration of troops is a war ma-
neuver of the past. Today’s warfare will
be dispersed over a wide terrain. Today,
our ground troops in the Army and Ma-
rine Corps are prepared for dispersal
with their new methods of “vertical
drop” from helicopters and by para-
chute.

I am not at liberty to give a measur-
able deseription of our new weapons sys-
tems with their new explosives, new
rockets and missiles, nor can I give in
detail an account of our mobility read-
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iness to slap down aggression the mo-
ment it appears anywhere along the bor-
ders of the free world from here to Paki-
stan, traveling east or west.

I can say, however, that the death-
and-destruction-strength per man in
today’s armed forces is many times that
of a combat man in 1950. Therefore,
when Monday morning quarterbacks
come up with comparisons and decry
the streamlining of our Armed Forces,
just keep in mind the difference between
that Korean howitzer shell and an
atomic-headed missile.

And, while I mention missiles, let me
repeat another question directed to the
Pentagon, and I believe this answer also
is news to the American people,

It was asked:

Has the lead time shrunk for the Inter-
Continental Ballistics Missile, guided mis-
siles and nuclear air propulsion? Are such
projects nearer than once thought?

The answer was:

The projected lead time for the ICBM,
guided missiles and nuclear air propulsion
has shrunk, and it is considered that these
projects are nearer than once thought.

The ICBM is the so-called ultimate
weapon which, once in place and aimed,
can be sent on its way through space
at the press of a button. Each missile
can be as deadly and destructive as the
load carried today by one B-52 world-
range bomber.

In World War II, the United States Air
Forces dropped 2.7 megatons of high ex-
plosive bombs. The warhead on today’'s
one bomb is “far greater than this,” if I
may use a quotation from a Department
of Defense publication.

Another comparison of interest fo
those evaluating our national defenses is
the matter of airplane speeds.

We began our fighting in Korea with
Mustangs which could reach 400 miles
an hour. We ran into MIG's which flew
rings around these “Symington Spe-
cials”. We knocked the MIG's out of
the sky with Sabre Jets which do better
than 600 miles per hour. Today's Super-
sabre has a speed record of 822 miles per
hour. That is a fighter now in use.

We used the World War II B-26
bomber in Korea and it droned along at
370 miles an hour compared to the
Navy's carrier-based light bomber of
today which does better than 750 miles
per hour.

Now, let us turn to the operating
forces, the “cutting edge” of our military
might.

This force now is maintained at a level
of 1 million men above that of pre-
Korea—both days of frigid peace, if we
can call it peace.

Our overall military strength is double
the force maintained before Korea.

Our Army is at its Korean strength and
double that of pre-Korea, We have
more than double the antiaircraft bat-
talions of pre-Korea and treble the
amount of Army supnort aircraft. To-
day, we have 20 divisions of troops in our
Army, 126 antiaircraft battalions and
3,378 army aircraft.

When Korea was invaded, our Navy
had 237 combatant ships compared to
403 on the high seas today. We then
had 9 carrier groups with propeller jobs
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on the flight deck. Today, we have 17
carrier groups and planes jet propelled
from ecatapults. Antisubmarine squad-
rons grew from 7 to 19, fleet combat
squadrons—patrols, mine sweepers and
the like—from 24 in 1950 to 47 today.
Naval aireraft increased in numbers from
9,099 to 12,558 today.

Our Air Force Wings at the EKorean
invasion numbered 48 and many of the
planes were obsolete. Today, our Air
Force Wings total 131. The inventory
of Air Force aircraft rose from 12572
;}3 %{orea Day to 24,840 at the opening of

56.

Since President Eisenhower took office,
the greatest change in personnel num-
bers has been in the overall Army which
has dropped 450,000 since June 30, 1953.
The growth of the ROK army to the third
largest in the world, and the creation of
a Japanese Defense Force, permit us to
keep some 288,000 troops at home, but
we also were able to cut the continental
forces within the United States, mostly
because of lessened training and transit
needs.

At the same time, our Ready Reserve is
far ahead of postwar years.

Now, let us return to some further
description of the military services as
they operate today.

When President Eisenhower took office,
only 59 percent of those in the Army were
up where the shooting was. Today, 70
percent will operate effectively as com=
batants. That's efficiency.

We have five divisions in Europe, three
in the Far East, and 1 Army division each
in Hawaii and Alaska. Also, there are
9 divisions in the United States of which
2 are armored and 2 are airborne and
another 2 are on station with antiaireraft
defense. This force at home must be
ready—and is indeed ready—to aid the
populace in case of atomic attack or to
repel invaders even with the use of tac-
tical atomic weapons. This entire force,
both at home and abroad, can move with
astounding speed to any spot where an
aggressor appears.

One of the Army’s greatly improved
weapons is the rocket launcher. It took
a battalion of 620 men to handle a bat-
tery of 18 cannon, size 105 mm in Korea,

Today only 236 men are needed for the
much faster ‘“Honest John” with 4
launchers while only 248 are needed for
the battalion of 3 “Corporal” launchers,

That is a great saving in manpower,
upkeep, maintenance, and a tremendous
gain in firepower because the launcher
can be used for nearby, broad-front at-
tack or for distances not reachable with
artillery.

Our Navy announced in last Sunday’s
newspapers that its new ship-launched
atomic missiles, now in the making, will
hit any target within nine-tenths of the
vast Communist domains of Europe and
Asia, This missile, the Jupiter, ranges
1,500 miles, has a high degree of accu-
racy, and can be launched from a sub-
marine or surface ship.

While Jupiter missiles and ships are
not now in being, 10 other missile-
launching ships can deliver today the
Regulus missile over a range of 500 miles
with atomic or hydrogen warhead. Mis-
sile cruisers, convoying aircraft carriers
at some distance, can put up effective
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protection against high-flying enemy
aireraft above the reach or range of
cannon.

One member of the Eisenhower team,
and one of our truly great Secretaries
of the Navy, Charles S. Thomas, says:

We now have the most powerful Navy in
the world. * * * Its main offensive force
is built around airpower. * * * We need
permission from no one to take these mobile
airbases any place on any part of the earth's
surface that is seawater. Their top speed
of almost 40 miles an hour, their 1,200 water-
tight compartments, make them almost in-
vulnerable to submarines. In this day of
ballistic missiles, carriers will not be targets
for long-range missiles, which must neces-
sarily follow a fixed trajectory.

As for our 1956 Air Force, Gen. Nathan
F. Twining said:

All fighter units of the Alr Force are now
jet equipped. By the end of this fiscal year,
all of our combat units will be jet equipped,
except for heavy bomber and tactical recon-
nalssance wings. * * * One of our B-47s
has flown 21,000 miles nonstop. Two of our
medium bombers have flown from Georgia to
Europe and back without stopping.

Mr. Speaker, in question and answer
form I want to bring out a few more
important and significant comparisons
between our defense posture as of 1950
compared to today.

Question. Contrast equipment of in-
dividual infantry soldier, 1950-56.

Answer. The most significant items
standardized during the above period for
the individual infantry soldier are body
admor and the insulated boot.

Question. List advances in armor and
related mechanical items for same pe-
i

Answer. In the tank field, much prog-
ress has been made in improving engines,
transmissions, suspensions, guns, and
fire control equipment. A family of air-
cooled engines was introduced for all
tanks, which provides for standardiza-
tion of components and accessories and
for decreased weight through elimina-
tion of liquid cooling. Effective thick-
ness of armor has been increased through
redesign of hull shape. Velocities of
90 millimeter guns have been increased
to give greater armor penetration, and
improvement in fire control equipment
permits greater accuracy and possibility
of first round hits.

Question. Contrast quality and per-
formance of 1950 fighter and ground
support aireraft and today.

Answer. There has been considerable
improvement in the overall combat capa-
bility of fighter and ground support air-
craft since 1950. Maximum speeds have
increased from high subsonic to super-
sonic for many combat aircraft; com-
bat radius, rate of climb, and altitude
have been substantially increased. The
ground run for almost all aircraft has
been reduced, relieving the eritical run-
way requirement, In-flight refueling is
now standard on most aireraft.

Firepower of all aireraft has increased
with both conventional and nuclear
weapons. New bomb delivery techniques
have been developed; navigation aids
and fire-control equipment have been
greatly improved. Equipment such as
ejection seats, pressure cabins, anti-G
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suits, and survival gear is allowing hu-
mans to keep up with the advances of
modern aireraft.

Following are maximum speeds of cer-
tain aircraft operational in 1950, as op-
posed to maximum speeds today:

Miles
per
1960: hour
F-51 - -~ 400
B-26_ 370
FIH-2_ 600
AD 2704
Present:
F86F. H___ 600+
A I S 7504
e Aol Sl SRS 700 4-
FJ-3 6504

Question. Contrast the firepower de-
livery of a missile eruiser with that of a
standard heavy cruiser.

Answer. The heavy cruiser is unable to
cope with high-flying jet aircraft, be-
cause its antiaireraft guns are ineffective
against high-altitude aircraft and be-
cause the modern bomber with its large-
yield weapon can release its bomb before
it even comes within range of the guns.

The new guided missile cruisers,
Boston and Conberra, are equipped with
two twin launchers which can launch
over eight Terriers per minute. The
Terrier is effective against both fast and
high-flying aircraft. Thus, these ships
are a big improvement over the old eruis-
ers against this new threat. Although
this new capability has the effect of re-
ducing the surface fire power by about
50 percent, it is felt that these assign-
ments can be covered by aircraft.

As a member of our Armed Forces
Reserve, and also as a Member of Con-
gress, I am proud indeed of this progress
in the Nation's defenses made under
the great American leader who put to-
gether the forces that conquered Hitler's
Europe, who formed the alliances and
commands of NATO, and who today as
our Commander in Chief assures us
that we have the armed means to assure
the peace and to keep the peace, not
only in our land, but as well throughout
the free world.

To those critics of the election year
variety who complain about an alleged
weakness in the Nation’s defenses, if
there is indeed any weakness, it is only
of the kind that has allowed peace and
prosperity to invade the country.

Mr. Speaker, I include at this point in
the REcorp an address by Carter L. Bur-
gess, Assistant Secretary of Defense for
Manpower, Personnel, and Reserve, given
before the Washington Chapter of the
VMI Association on February 14, last:

I came over here tonight to talk to you
about some of our programs, and some of
our problems, in the Department of Defense.
I want to say that it will always be a privi-
lege to talk to an audience such as this
which takes a serious and knowledgeable
interest in such matters.

The Department of Defense has been on
the front page a great deal of late. And
perhaps that's the understatement of the
evening.

I know you are all familiar with the situa-
tion. And it could be that by now a faint
suspicion has sprouted in your minds—as it
has in mine—that much of the recent criti-
cism has proceeded from concerns dealing

with particular situations that fit this par-
ticular year,
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Speaking frankly, a great deal of the cur-
rent comment has seemed to me to be overly
extreme. Unconstructive criticism and part
time, part of the story blasts, can be harm-
Tul to the best interests of this country, and
can lead to serlous doubts and confusion in
the public mind.

Those not allled with us in the search
for a free world would like nothing better
than to see such a development. Who else
would reap any benefit if we were to become
lost in confusion and recrimination, falling
to take proper counsel among ourselves, and
failing to keep constantly in mind the need
to work together?

We all know there is difference of opinion
in a democracy. And we should recognize
as well that this is one of our greatest as-
sets—setting us off from the slave states
where conformity is enforced by the firing
squad, and where the party line is always
infallible.

But it has long seemed to me—and not
only since I came to Washington—that where
problems as vital as the life of the Nation
are concerned, where it takes no special gift
to imagine our fate if Russia were to over-
run the world, we should be able to act in
harmony as one people and subjugate per-
sonal and partisan attitudes to the common
good. Defense is everyone's job.

I know that the majority of the American
people are intensely on the side of this ap-
proach.

There are those of late, however, who have
seen fit, for reasons unclear to me, to charge
that today's leadership is deliberately at-
tempting to reduce our military strength to
dangerous levels, cut our forces below the
safety point, and in general trade defense
protection for budget dollars in the false
name of economy. Others claim that we
are far behind in the development of ad-
vanced weapons. Still others have gone so
far as to intimate that political considera-
tlons have influenced vital defense planning.
And so forth.

I know it won't surprise you too much if
I register a flat and emphatic disagreement
with this type of opinion,

I'd like to say, with all the conviction I
can muster, that any contention that we are
tearing down our ready strength, lagging in
technology, and otherwise recklessly risking
our security, is totally misleading and is not
in accordance with the facts as they exist.

What I'd like to do now is give you some
balanced idea of where we actually stand
today—and how the various parts of the
defense picture fit into a coherent and pro-
tective unity,

OUR STRENGTH TODAY

First, let’s take a look from the budget
standpoint and with a few examples observe
what America is spending today in support
of an adequate defense program.

Today's budget is in harmony with our
long-haul effort, reflecting the scaled ad-
justments we made in getting down from the
peak of Korea, and the sizable economies we
have achieved from a determined effort to
get the most for our money.

In comparison with the burget before Ko-
rea, however, it affords an accurate index of
a far more realistic outlook in coping with
existing dangers. Back in 1950 and before,
when we had ample evidence of an obviously
growing military might in another area of
the world, we were spending $12 billion a
year on our total defense program. The fig-
ure for fiscal 1957 will be close to £35.5
billion, or almost triple.

Today we have a double job at Defense—
getting early results out of our present and
projected programs and making up time
for all of the things a $12 billlon budget
didn't do in the precious period that preceded
Korea.

In 1949 and 1950, we were spending around
a half billion dollars annually for our entire
program of research and development. We're
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spending about $100 million more than that
today for the Air Force alone. And for a total
we are programing better than $1.5 billion
for fiscal 1957.

In 1852, with Eorea at its height, we were
spending $169 million on guided missile re-
search. In the fiscal 1957 budget this effort
is programed at $1.7 billion.

In 1952 we were spending $476 million dol-
lars on our Reserves. Today the figure is
around $1 billion.

Of course, the expenditure of money alone
does not constitute proof that real strength
is being built. But let me assure you that it
is, and that it is quite demonstrable at the
present time.

Let’s look at the picture from the stand-
point of existing ready strength. First, how-
ever, let’s ask this question. When you talk
about a nation’s strength in this age, are you
talking about total numbers of people or
are you talking about total striking power,
total effective force arising from a vast com-
plex of elements?

What I'm talking about is the latter, al-
though it's not at all hard to point to plenty
of organized manpower as well.

Qur active forces today number around 2.9
million men, double what we had in 1850.
But bear in mind that this is an active force
armed and equipped with new and deadly
weapons, and new concepts of warfare—a
force in which it would be hard to estimate
the extent to which destructive firepower
has grown in immensity.

Today's Army at a standing strength of 19
divisions can hardly be compared with the
Army that went into the Korean struggle
with 10 divisions and rose to 20. The differ-
ence is in striking force, in firepower. And
to this plcture should be added Ready Re-
serves now in an active process of build-
up geared to about 214 times their highest
point before Korea.

Today's Air Force has three times the
combat wing strength of 1950, which was 42.
At the height of Korea we had 99. Within
a matter of months we shall reach our goal
of 126 combat wings and 11 support wings,
and here again you have to add the factor
of tremendous technological progress—in
advanced weapons, supersonic speeds and
an advanced degree of proficiency.

This is an Alr Force, as General Twining
graphically underlined not long ago, in which
1 bomber *“can unleash more explosive force
than all the bombs dropped in World War
I1," and in which the Strategic Air Com-
mand constitutes the deadliest striking force
in existence.

Back in 1950, further, we were operating
with 9 carrier alr groups. At the present
time the naval air arm is composed of 17,
each of which has a growing striking poten-
tial far above anything we had at the Korean
level.

To this whole picture of a tightened, taut
and ready force you have to add the great
collective strength of our alliances with
other free nations, Land, sea and air forces
complement each other in what Admiral
Radford has rightly called “balanced forces
on a global scale.”

Lastly I want to touch on the subject
of missiles and advanced weapons in general.

If you want to, you can become the prey
of wild speculation on this subject.

I think it will help the American people to
keep their perspective, however, if they will
closely heed the statement made by Presl-
dent Eisenhower only last week.

At his press conference on Wednesday, the
President said that in certain fields of mis-
slle production the United States is ahead
of Russla, while in other fields the Soviet
Union probably had outdistanced this coun-
try.

Then the President went on to say that
from the standpoint of the overall plcture,
the United States is doing all it possibly can

;o maintain a strong posture in the missile
eld.
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As for myself, I consider the President’s
words most reassuring.

THE OVERALL PICTURE

Now let me sum up some of these ideas
a bit.

Most of the controversy which has de-
veloped over Armed Forces policy today has
resulted from the determination of the ad-
ministration to stabilize our force levels and
costs, and maintain that stability for what
may be a good many years to come.

Today's policy was only arrived at after
long and careful study by the President, the
Cabinet, the National Security Council, and
the Joint Chiefs of Staff. It was concurred
in by such notable legislators as Congress-
man Cart Vinson, chairman of the House
Armed Services Committee, who told Mr.
Wilson a year ago:

“I think our allles should be greatly
strengthened in their confidence with the
knowledge that our Armed Forces stabil-
ize at not less than 2,850,000 men for the
indefinite future. They, along with the
American people, should rejoice in the
knowledge that the days of valleys and
peaks, or feast and famine, are over.”

The point which I have sought to under-
line is that we can no longer place our
faith in mere numbers. In evaluating the
effectiveness of our forces, we have to take
into account the tremendous technological
advances in weapons systems, and then mul-
tiply numbers of men times the weapons to
be employed.

One heavy tank would have wiped out
Alexander the Great's entire Macedonian
Army. A host of men with outdated weap-
ons is hardly equal to one man with a jet
plane or an atomic cannon.

What we are doing with our Armed Forces
today is adjusting to the technological
realitles of this day, and the “long pull”
which probably lies ahead. To deduce from
this that we are heedlessly taking risks with
our security seems to me totally absurd.

In other words, it is dangerous to over-
look the vast complex of factors which go
into a nation’s total defense capability, and
instead, leap to unjustified conclusions on
the strength of developments in only a single
element of this complex.

In doing this, there is always the likeli-
hood of oversimplification and distortion
of the true picture.

During the coming fiscal year, our Armed
Forces are going to continue to grow in
striking power and effectiveness, not decline.
The SAC is swiftly replacing the B-36 with
the intercontinental B-52. The carrier force
of the Navy will increase its combat power.
Our continental defense system will grow in
scope and effectiveness. Our air defense
squadrons, already jet equipped, will receive
substantial numbers of supersonlc aircraft.

On the ground, our forces will achieve
even greater firepower. More and more
NIKE installations will replace standard
anti-aireraft. A major share of the 1857
procurement program in all the services
will be for more advanced weapons. And
finally, by the end of fiscal year 1957, we ex-
pect to have our Reserve program rolling,
with around 1.1 million men in an active
drill-pay status.

‘What do all these demonstrable strengths
add up to? If they actually add up to weak-
ness, then I think we need & new set of mili-
tary standards, and perhaps we need some
new definitions.

What I believe they actually add up to is
just what the President has time and again
emphasized, and that is a military defense
program designed for the indefinite future—
a program which fully recognizes hoth the
need to maintain adeqguate and balanced
forces, but which also realizes that we could
wreck our economy and our whole social
order if we tried to match Communist forces
on a man-for-man basis.
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CAREER INCENTIVES

And now I recall that I mentioned areas
in which we need to make a greater effort,
and in the short time remaining to me I
want to touch on two of them.

In the area of career incentives, we have
been making genuine progress, but we need
to make more:

The last session of Congress made increases
in the pay and benefits of career and Re-
serve members of the Military Establishment
by &1 billlon—and the result has been a de-
cided improvement in our reenlistment rates.

The present session of Congress now has
before it bills to provide for improved de-
pendent’s medical care, survivor's benefits,
retirement of service personnel in the high-
est grade held, and other important meas-
ures. -

The point I want to make is this: It is to
the direct interest of the taxpayers to sup-
port final approval of these measures because
the savings which can be achieved through
their encouragement of career stability are
truly enormous.

Let me give you an example of what I
mean. In the Air Force, alone, the action
taken by Congress last year meant the re-
enlistment of 11,000 more airmen in the
first 4 months of the fiscal year than last
year.

A dollar value estimate of the skills re-
tained In the service as a consequence comes
to around $160 million—which is what it
would have cost to train replacements. The
cost of the pay raise for this period was less
than $50 million, so, as Secretary Quarles
has pointed out, we made 300 percent on
our investment.

Now when you conslder factors of this
kind in relationship to our total defense
program, and the heavy turnover we have
been experiencing, it’s easy to see where it's
good sense and sound practice to work hard-
er on the career incentive program. It gives
us a lot more stability in our defense struc-
ture, conserves our critical skills and helps
us cut down the terrible overhead in train-
ing, and replacements.

We need to bear in mind that our service
people have a right to good housing, proper
medical care for families, and all of the
other conveniences of life that you and I
enjoy. When you consider that they are
frequently ordered from one end of the earth
to another, this is particularly true.

The career idea which we seek to build
in a unified incentive program is the stabil-
ity and economy idea. It is essential if we
are going to have any basis of competitive
appeal whatsoever with private industry.

RESERVES

A second area of tremendous importance is
our Reserves. Here I believe the country as
a whole has got fo get behind the program
and help the Department of Defense.

This program, from its sensible provision
for conserving critical civilian skills to its
speclal inducements for young men under
18%, has not yet achieved the necessary
public response.

It can unquestionably provide a tremen-
dous and continuous ready strength for
America. And it can assist us in our long-
range efforts to stabilize our Military Estab-
lishment.

The special 6-months program, in particu-
lar, is designed to meet a real need of this
time, namely, a means whereby our young
men can convenlently discharge their mili-
tary service and at the same time plan their
futures without sudden interruption.

We are trying to help the high school stu-
dent plan his future step by step. All that
is necessary to fill out the ranks of our
Reserve units is the recognition by young
men that they have a responsibility to help
protect this Nation, and that the Reserve
route offers a sound way.

Six months of active duty for tralning is
followed by a reasonable period in the Ready
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Reserve. Once the brief active duty phase is
over, the man is free to devote full attention
to education or career or family.

But he must make the decision. And he
must understand that there is nothing in
the existing world situation which in any
way suggests that his country will have less
need for his services.

Always, when I talk about this program,
therefore, I ask the people in my audience to
lend a helping hand. I'll ask you gentlemen
to do the same. We need your help, and that
of all other citizens, in getting our Reserve
program booming along its path of ready
strength for America.

In particular, we must make every effort to
induce young people under 18! to volun-
teer for the 6-months training program—in
their interest and the national interest. At
the present rate of enlistments, around
90,000 Reserve billets are going begging in
this program, and for fiscal 1957 which starts
on July 1, another 100,000 will become avail-
able.

Talk to the young men of your acquaint-
ance. Tell them of the advantages to them
and their country of an early declsion on
military service. I'll be happy to provide
every one of you with detailed literature on
the program, showing the many cholces
available today to a young man of military

e

This program needs the dynamic support
of the public—and deserves it. So let's all
make it a point to help our young men un-
derstand how they can further their own
futures and that of America by signing up.
There is no advantage in not planning. All
eligible young men are being called to serve.
Putting off a decision is only to ask for
complication and inconvenience later on.

CONCLUSION

And now, that about brings me to the con-
clusion of my remarks. I want to thank
all of you, and John Lyle in particular, for
asking me to be here tonight. I have en-
Jjoyed being your guest.

What I have been talking about, essen-
tially, is perspective—in terms of seeing
clearly where we are today in our national
defense program, and recognizing the kind
of immediate and long-range protection it
‘affords us.

I suppose there will never be such a
thing as a perfect program, one that will
satisfy the objections of all critics, and one
that will provide total and absolute answers
to all of our problems.

But we can try to provide the best program
within our means—and the best program
for us as a nation determined to maintain
our freedom in the face of a calculated
assault against it throughout great areas of
the world. That, I submit, is precisely what
the present administration is doing.

We are strong. And we are growing
stronger, well-nigh hourly, as the production
of our technology and the skill of our Armed
Forces leadership are meshed together. But
we can never become complacent.

I nrentioned two areas in which I believe
a greater public support and response is
necessary, and I could have listed more—
such as our need to win the cold war of the
classroom in competition with the Soviet
output of tralned scientists.

It profits us little or none at all, how-
ever, to fall out among ourselves and to for-
get, even for one instant, that our greatest
basic strength lles not in our weapons and
machines, but in our spirit as free and inde-
pendent people. We need, as seldom before
in our hlistory, to stand, act and speak as
one nation.

In concluding these remarks, let me leave
this thought with you:

Tyranny is allen to the soul of man. The
hammer and sickle can produce dangerous
weapons, win temporary advantages, and
threaten to engulf those who oppose it. But
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it can never guench the indomitable splrit
of freemen and their will to be their own
masters.

With all our advanced technology today,
we should be hard at work encouraging our
young people to come forward as volunteers
to man our actlve and Reserve forces, filling
them to overflowing, and giving the Com-
munist Geiger counter a terrific and lasting
jolt.

The will to be voluntarily strong is a qual-
ity of living and breathing strength that no
Communist nation can ever match. Let's
build on this strength.

You and I, and everybody else, needs to get
into the fight. What is at stake is all we ever
fought and died for in the past.

All that will be lost if we fail is America
itself.

Mr. Speaker, included in the criti-
cism of our defense posture this year,
which I remind you again is an election
year, has been that we are lagging in
our research and development programs.
That gives us a chance to make another
comparison, and I recently asked the De-
fense Department to supply me with
facts and figures on research and de-
velopment appropriations, expenditures,
personnel and the projects for 1950 and
1956. These figures are especially re-
vealing for they show, as our able As-
sistant Secretary of Defense Carter Bur-
gess said on February 14 of this year:

Today we have a double job of defense—
getting early results out of our present and
projected programs and making up time for
all the things a 812 billion budget didn’t do in
the precious period that preceded Korea.

For back in 1950, although we had
evidence that there was a growing mili-
tary might in another area of the world,
we were spending only $12 billion a year
in our total defense program, while the
figure for this year is $35.5 billion, al-
most three times our 1950 expenditure.

The Defense Department tells me that
appropriations identified as research and
development were five hundred and
forty-five million in fiscal year 1950, and
one billion four hundred and ninty-four
million in fiscal 1956. Actual expend-
itures for 1950 were five hundred and
forty million and estimated expendi-
tures for 1956 were one billion five hun-
dred million.

These figures are for research and de-
velopment alone and do not include the
activities directly supporting the re-
search and development test and evalua-
tion program, nor do they include mili-
tary construction, industrial facilities
financed under procurement appropria-
tions, or pay and allowance of military
personnel.

We have more than twice as many re-
search engineers and scienfists actively
engaged in Defense Department re-
search and development programs now
over what we had in 1950. There were
32,000 engineers and scientists then, and
there are over 75,000 now, not including
supporting research workers, adminis-
trative, clerical, maintenance and other
nonprofessional technical assistants. It
is interesting to compare the specific re-
search and development expenditures on
guided missiles for 1950, for the guided
missile program was another program
that suffered from the starvation treat-
ment before Korea. In 1946, at the end
of World War II, we had an opportuni-
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ty to bring to America the German sci-
entists who had made advances in this
field far greater than those of any other
nations. Yet we brought in only 35 sci-
entists in 1946 and Russia took more
than that behind the Iron Curtain to be-
gin her missile program. Ultimately, we
got over 800 scientists in this category,
but again Russia got more.

A start was made on the interconti-
nental ballistics missile at this time with
defense funds, yet despite the knowledge
that Russia was utilizing the talents of
a force of scientists greater than ours in
this particular field, our missile program
suffered even more severely than our Air
Force. At one point, between 1947 and
1950, we had no missile or rocket pro-
gram worth mentioning. Some of the
projects that had been started were
completely cut off from funds, and only
the foresightedness and patriotism of
some of our aircraft companies, who
continued fo experiment in this field,
kept us from losing 2 or more precious
years in guided missile research and pro-
duction. In fiscal year 1956, we spent
$917 million in this vital field plus addi-
tional millions for the research project.

The ballistics missile project was
shoved up from a class 2 priority in 1953
to a class 1 priority. We are making
real progress in this field. In my con-
gressional district, for example, a $40
million plant is being constructed to
build the Atlas intercontinental ballis-
tic missile. This is a missile capable of
flying 15,000 miles an hour, carrying a
hydrogen bomb warhead, a distance of
up to 5,000 miles to land on a target
with deadly accuracy. There is every
evidence that we lead the field today in
missile research development and pro-
duction. Air Force Secretary Quarles
said recently that “there is no question
about our being ahead of the Russians
in the whole field of missile develop-
ment.” Sir Frederick Brundrett, who
heads the scientific research  develop-
ment in the British Ministry of Defense,
said this year:

I think it is possible that the Russians
might be ahead of Britaln in the ballistic

missiles fleld but they are definitely not
ahead of the United States.

The ‘missile program today is nearly
as large as America’s nuclear energy
program which is well known. The
budget beginning July 1 this year con-
tained $1.5 billion for missiles and the
entire atomic energy program is $1.9
billion.

The question of lead time is one that
works its way into any discussion by
military experts. It takes years to de-
velop new weapons, more than 5 years to
develop a new bomber, for example, and
yet, while lead times of our weapons of
today are classified information, I ean
assure you that our lead time on the
development of the new weapons that
will comprise our arsenal of tomorrow
is being cut down as we improve the
technology of our armed services. One
of the heartening developments of re-
cent months was revealed to me this
afternoon by Congressman Crarc Hos-
MER, who pointed to the Defense Depart-
ment’s significant answer on lead time,
stemming from our modern research
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and development
stated:

The projected lead time for ICBM guided
missiles and nuclear air propulsion has
shrunk, and it is considered that these proj-
ects are nearer than once thought possible,

Mr. Speaker, in evaluating the overall
strength of this Nation today, we must
of course recognize the contributions of
our allies to the common defense of the
free world. Another of our colleagues
will discuss our military alliances, and
he, too, has the qualifications for such
a commentary. Congressman BENTLEY,
of Michigan, served for 9 years in the
Foreign Service, in both Eastern and
Western Europe. He served 2 years back
of the Iron Curtain, and was an eyewit-
ness to the dramatic and tragic events
that occurred during the overthrow of
free government in the Iron Curtain
countries. He has been shot at by the
Communists and incidentally, was shot
and seriously wounded here in the
House 2 years ago by the Puerto Rican
fanatics.

I yield to the Honorable ALviN BENT-
LEY, of Michigan.

Mr, BENTLEY. Mr. Speaker, we have
already heard a comparison of our air
strength, an account of new weapons
systems, air support for ground troops,
and our search at sea for aerial or under-
water invaders, We have heard the con-
trast between American military might
in 1950 with our fighting power of today.

We must not forget, however, that in
our last three major wars, American
boys fought for freedom side by side
with valiant soldiers of many other na-
tions and races. In fact, during the last
one, Americans fought under the United
Nations flag to protect the freedom of an
oriental race.

Therefore, our discussion today of the
American defense posture must include
a summation of the strength and power
of our allies in NATO, SEATO, in South
America, Asia and elsewhere.

The Communist rape of Czechoslo-
vakia in 1948 shocked the United States
into joining with European nations in
the alliance we call NATO.

When General Eisenhower returned to
active duty early in 1951 to start forma-
tion of a new allied European force to
repel aggression, the 12 member nations
of NATO had less than 15 divisions and
less than 1,000 warplanes, with those
mostly obsolete.

In the year 1950, we spent $14,559,000,-
000 on the United States military forces
and our allies in Europe spent $5,413,-
000,000, a total of slightly more than $20
billion for the free world.

In 1955, we spent $40,548,000,000 and
our allies had doubled their outlay to
$10,393,000,000, a free world total of $53
billion.

We do not have 15 divisions in NATO
today—we have a force equivalent to
more than 200 divisions and they are
trained, equipped, hardened, fit, and high
in morale. The New York Herald Trib-
une estimated last Christmas day that
the armed forces of all the NATO na-
tions totaled 6,988,700 men under arms,
of which less than half were Americans.
These foreces operate under an interna-
tional trained command, now accus-

program, which
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tomed to working together in spite of
language barriers and the variant view-
points on social, religious, or political
matters.

Gen. J. Lawton Collins said in a speech
last November that—

Today the armed forces of NATO are much
stronger, better trained and better equipped
than they were a few short years ago. We
now have international commands set up
which, in the event of aggression, would con-
trol allled forces assigned to them. As a
result, an attack in Europe would indeed be
costly, if not catastrophie, for any aggressor.
In fact, in my opinion, it is the strength of
NATO coupled with the retaliatory power of
our Strategic Air Command and the tre-
mendous industrial and military potential of
the Western Hemisphere that has protected
us from another world war.

Admiral Radford said during this
May:

I believe that one of the most important
reasons for the change in the Communist
line has been the success of our country, in
conjunction with our {iriends and allies
throughout the free world, in creating a mil-
itary posture which Communist forces are
becoming less willing to challenge.

When NATO started 5 years ago, it
could count on the use of 15 military air-
fields. Today more than 135 airfields are
used by NATO and they are intercon-
nected with pipelines for supplies of fuel.
More than 300 air squadrons equipped
with the latest in high-speed and super-
sonic warplanes are ready to meet any
aggressor in the European or Atlantic
world.

Contrast that with the meager 1,000
obsolete airplanes General Eisenhower
started with, when for a second time in
a decade, he assumed the task of unit-
ing free peoples in one international
army.

Today, some 26 naval bases are built
and in operation to serve the 2,000 war
vessels in NATO fieets.

When we in the United States give vast
sums of money and equipment to aid our
allies in NATO, we must also remember
that NATO members are doing their part
too. They supplied 85 percent of the
cost of the European NATO buildup and
we contributed 15 percent of the total.
Moreover, NATO nations furnished 90
percent of the soldiers in the ground
forces defending Europe today. They
supplied 75 of the present European air
strength and a substantial share of the
naval might in European waters.

More and more, we are able—because
of willing allies—to pull back our Ameri-
can forces to the Western Hemisphere.
Fewer and fewer Ameriecan boys will have
to stand watch on the Rhine.

To achieve this increasing self-suffi-
ciency, our allies in Europe brought
about a fourfold increase in their de-
fense production since the day that
Eisenhower put Nato in motion.

I do not mean to say that all or every-
thing about the North Atlantic treaty
alliance is perfect. There are nations
in Europe who are not doing their part
or standing up to be counted among the
NATO nations. Some are not allied
with us from fear of the Soviet bear that
walks like a man. Some others, in my
opinion, consider it “better for business”
to stay out of alliances in order to keep
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themselves free to sell to both sides.
Neutralists are not confined to Asia.
However, in sum total, those who remain
aloof are neither large nor powerful.
Such nations seem to forget the innocent
little countries like Estonia and Latvia
which went down the gullet of the Rus-
sian bear.

My acclaim goes to little nations like
Denmark and Norway. They know only
too bitterly what it means to be scuttled
by Quislings and occupied by iron-booted
conguerors, yet they stand up and serve
as partners in NATO, preferring a fight
for liberty and freedom to thralldom
under godless tyrants.

I wonder how our citizens would feel
if in place of Canada, we had on our
northern border, a totalitarian state with
5 times our capacity for military pro-
duction, 10 times our military might,
and a long history of genocide, enslave-
ment of peoples, perfidy and violence to
the point of madness? I hope we would
have the courage to join with the other
free peoples of the world for mutual
protection.

NATO has paid off.

Communists made no territorial gains
anywhere in Europe or the Atlantic area
since NATO began.

Looking back from 1956 to the out-
break in Korea when NATO was in
process of formation, I wonder now why
we did not have wit enough to form simi-
lar alliances with the free peoples of
southeast Asia.

SEATO came late. SEATO came only
after too many parts of lower Asia were
snatched into the realms behind the
Iron and Bamboo Curtains.

SEATO was formed only in February
of last year, and progress among the
eight associated nations has been re-
ported, but only in general terms. The
military might of the combined countries
can be built up only after stability is
brought to some of the countries them-
selves.

An analysis of the situation in the
SEATO territory was given in a talk last
year by Struve Hensel, then Assistant
Secretary of Defense:

In the Middle and Far Bast many countries
had to start with police forces—internal se-
curity forces to protect life and property.
We in this country, where law and order
rule in the most remote settlements, often
forget that it is not the same elsewhere. In
free Vietnam, there are villages less than
100 miles from Saigon which have only
courier—and that means on foot—communi-
cation with their capital city. Disturbances
in those villages go on for days before the
Central Government hears of them or ecan
send help. The power of the central govern-
ment, just to protect life and property, is
geographically very limited. In other coun-
trles—Iran for example—a journey of a few
hundred miles from the capital brings one
to tribes who are vlrt.ually a law unto them-
selves and are totally unaware of any nation-
al government. Think for a moment of the
opportunities such situations offer Commu-
nist agitators. In such countries, the first
military requirement is to enable the Cen-
tral Government to enforce its laws and pro-
tect its people from Internal disturbances.
Only when a country is internally secure, can
we expect resistance to external aggression,

Toward that goal of security and mod-
ernization, more than $200 million has
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been made available, as well as quanti-
ties of suitable arms. The Communists
are finding more and more difficulty in
stirring up revolt, civil commotion and
rioting.

And, mark you, no country in the
world has ever gone communistic except
by means of violence and force. No
country and no people ever voted for a
choice between government of the peo-
ple and a geovernment which forces
everybody to serve the State.

In 1950, for lack of NATO, SEATO, and
allied strength, Communist aggression
spread like locusts through land after
land. Today, in 1956, the major revolts
are behind the Iron Curtain.

All through the ramshackle Communist
empire, revolt is simmering—

Reported the U. 8. News & World Re-
port for July 6.

Poland, East Germany, Czechoslovakia,
Baltic States, Russia itself are powder kegs,
ready to explode at the slightest spark.
Flareup in Poland is just the latest in a
growing series of incidents. Therell be
many more. The Communist dilemma:
glve people an inch of freedom and theyll
move in with demands for a mile. Com-
munist rule will be in danger. But deny
them any more freedom and pressure of
resentment will build up for an explosion.
Big forces of revolt appear to be stirring in
the Communist world,

Nowhere does communism rest upon the
consent of the governed.

The News continues:

Wherever communism exlsts it is imposed
and maintained by force. That's its weak-
ness.

Communism, basically is afflicted with fa-
tal weaknesses.  Given time and lack of aid
from the outside, serious trouble seems in-
evitable.

Last week, the same publication car-
ried a feature article which spells out in
detail the trouble spot which fills the
Kremlin creatures with fear.

The troubles of the Kremlin remind
me of an old saying among farmers, “It is
a good thing a dog has fleas. Keeps him
remembering he is a dog, and keeps him
busy too.”

Mr. Speaker, we have more allies than
we think. Many, many hands are
reaching out to us for the guns and am-
munition for use against the world's
communistic tyrants.

Consequently, when we contrast our
military might of 1956 with our weakness
in 1950, we should include in our sum-
mary, not only the forces in being in
NATO and elsewhere, we should include
the will for freedom which burns so
strongly in people throughout the world.

If we keep up our arms in a posture
of defense, if we stay alert and confident
in strength, if we maintain our will to
stand for right, for God, and for decency
among nations and peoples, tyrants can-
not stay in power forever.

Mr. WILSON of California. Mr.
Speaker, we rightfully look upon our
fighting men and women as the best
cared-for, best trained forces in the
world. Certainly we cannot match the
Communist horde with numbers alone.
We must rely more and more on quality
rather than quantity of manpower. As
we develop more complex equipment and
weapons, we must upgrade the abilities
and talents of the men and women who
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handle them. To lead a discussion on
this subject and the success of the ad-
ministration in retaining wvaluable
trained personnel in the services, we are
going to hear a report from Congressman
CEDERBERG, 0of Michigan. His wartime
experience includes service as an Army
officer in the 83d Infantry Division,
where he was a division headquarters
company commander. He served nearly
5 years in World War II, in the Euro-
pean theater, and just recently resigned
his commission as a major in the Army
Reserve.

I yield to the Honorable ELFORD CEDER~
BERG, of Michigan, who will discuss the
;na.npower element of our defense pos-

ure.

Mr. CEDERBERG. Mr. Speaker, for
the first time in our history we have
been faced with a continuing peacetime
threat to our security from a foreign
potential foe. This has meant a com-
plete revamping of our thinking with
respect to military standards.

In his letter to the Secretary of De-
fense on January 5, 1955, President
Eisenhower said:

Both in composition and in strength our
security arrangements must have long-term
applicability. Lack of reasonable stability
is the most wasteful and expensive practice
in military activity. We cannot afford Inter-
mittent aceeleration or preparation and ex-
penditure in response to emotional tension,
inevitably followed by cutbacks inspired by
wishful thinking. Development of sound,
long-term security requires that we design
our forces so as to assure a steadily increas-
ing efficiency, in step with scientific ad-
vances, but characterized by a stability that
is not materially disturbed by every propa-
ganda effort of unfriendly nations.

One of the first tasks undertaken by
the Eisenhower administration at the
conclusion of the so-called police action
in Korea in which so many of our youth
lost their lives, was to launch a study
of the various problems relating to the
personnel of the armed services and the
particular need for conservation and
utilization of military manpower.

The Nation is faced with an entirely
different situation with respect to mili-
tary personnel in peacetime than it is
in wartime. Conscription is taken for
granted in wartime and in such periods
compulsory calling to arms becomes an
accepted procedure.

However, in peacetime our Military
Establishment finds itself suffering under
the great handicap of competition for
manpower from private industry.

In a communication to the President,
the Secretary of Defense said:

Our personnel practices must enable an
individual to attain a standard of living
more nearly approaching that which a man
can earn—ability for ability and skill for
skill—in industry. The gquality of our mili-
tary preparedness depends upon retention,
on a long-term career basis, of a proper
proportion of these officers and men with
highly developed technical skills and com-
petent leadership gualities,

Only a few years ago (prior to World War
II) traditional emoluments provided by the
Congress for military personnel were broader
and considerably more attractive than those
offered by industry. These advantageous
circumstances prevailed for many years in
recognition of the sacrifices inherent in
military service compared to the comforts
and unlimited opportunities of stablilized

July 19

civilian life. We cannot escape the fact that
most of the benefits that were once unique
with the mlilitary career are now, or are
rapidly becoming, common in clvillan in-
dustry.

There has been increased emphasis in
recent years on the so-called fringe ben-
efits in private industry. Economists
estimate that these benefits have tripled
in the past 2 decades.

The National Industrial Conference
Board, making a survey of 500 large
companies, has compiled its findings on
the scope of these benefits and the fol-
lowing figures reveal the extent to which
businesses in the respective categories
pay all or part of the cost of the identi-
fied benefits. Those percentages follow:
group life insurance, 89.5 percent; hos-
pital insurance, 98.4 percent; maternity
‘benefits, 78.5 percent; retirement pen-
sions, 66.2 percent; special price on com-
pany products, 46.2 percent; subsidized
cafeteria, 42.6 percent; free periodic
medical examination, 37.2 percent; year
end or Christmas bonus, 34 percent; and
paid sick leave, 13.5 percent.

Without the Federal Government of-
fering incentives for military service it
is not difficult to realize the reason for
the lag in the rate of volunteers.

This has been particularly true with
our civilian economy running at an
alltime high under the Eisenhower ad-
ministration and with our civilian es-
tablishments offering an attractive array
of incentives in their bid for manpower.

This situation was anficipated by
President Eisenhower and his advisers
from both the military and civilian de-
partments and that is why they under-
took this extensive study as soon as the
President succeeded in ending the shoot-
ing in Korea.

The problem which confronted us is
reflected in statistics showing that in
the fiscal year 1955 enlistees in all occu-
pations who completed their first term
of service, reenlisted at the rate of 15.7
percent. In the more technical branches
the reenlistment rate was even lower.
For instance first-term electronic tech-
nicians reenlistments were down to 6.9
percent.

Experts in the Defense Department
tell us that the dollar value estimate of
the skills in the service comes to around
$160 million, That figure represents the
cost to train replacements. With the
turnover of personnel at the rate we have
experienced in the past it can readily be
seen that this has been an expensive item
in our defense budget and at the same
time lowers the efficiency rating with re-
spect to overall manpower skills.

To provide our country with top notch
military might, the backbone of which
would be highly trained career person-
nel, the Eisenhower administration has
inaugurated a program of improved mili-
tary career incentives.

In his communication fo Congress on
April 9 of this year President Eisenhower
set forth the importance of such a pro-
gram when he said “Only when we have
created a career military service which
can compefe with the attractive oppor-
tunities available in civilian pursuits will
we be able to stop the wasteful losses
from our Armed Forces and attract in-
dividuals to those services. We cannot
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move too soon in our efforts to increase
the number and quality of volunteers for
long-term career service in both enlisted
and officer ranks.”

As we make service in the military
branch of our Government more attrac-
tive and as these incentives draw more
men into the service through volunteer
enlistments and through reenlistments,
there will be fewer and fewer demands
on our local draft board quotas.

The effect of the incentive program of
the Eisenhower administration is already
showing up in selective service statistics.
The percentage of inductees dropped 13
percent between 1953 and 1955 and an
additional 4.8 percent drop is anticipated
for the fiscal year 1957.

This new program of attracting volun-
teers means that our Armed Forces will
have increased stability of personnel
through the use of long-term volunteers
instead of 2-year inductees.

Already we find that our reenlistment
rate is going up. In the fiscal year 1954
the rate of reenlistment was 23.7 per-
cent. The next year it went to 27.2
percent, and in the 1956 fiscal year it is
estimated it will have jumped another 15
percent to 43.1 percent.

Each additional 10 percent gain in en-
listment rate means that 60,000 seasoned
fichting men and technicians are re-
tained in the place of 60,000 raw recruits
who must be trained at the rate of about
$3,200 per man.

Until the career incentive program of
the Eisenhower administration got un-
derway, the huge drain on our military
force was staggering. Of our planned
military force of 2,900,000 service men
and women, 45 percent had less than 2
years’ service and only one-tenth had
served longer than 10 years. These huge
losses which have been occurring an-
nually as the result of men leaving the
service as soon as they complete their
first enlistment or their draft obligation
have made it necessary to rebuild one-
third of our force each year and even
then we fall far short of the proper mix
of skills and abilities. This turnover is
a tremendous burden on our Treasury.

Prior to World War II 300,000 men
made up the entire standing military
force of our country. One and one-half
million were in active service between
World War II and Korea. We now re-
quire nearly 3 million men under arms.

President Eisenhower’s military
knowledge caused him to readily grasp
the situation when he took office. In
spite of the wailing of the prophets of
gloom to the contrary as the machinery
of the Republican administration began
to coordinate and veer the course of
Government away from some of the
socialistic tendencies that had been ad-
vocated in previous years our employ-
ment began to rise and prosperity ex-
pand. This made civilian life with its
lure of greater comforts and more stable
opportunities, the inconvenience and na-
ture of military life, and the growing
spread between civilian and military
incomes become reflected in the turn-
over in military personnel.

In his message to Congress in Janu-
ary 1955 President Eisenhower said:

To sustain our active forces at required
levels of strength and efficlency, it is neces-
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sary to increase the present rate of volun=-
tary enlistments * * * and to induce volun-
teers, both officers and enlisted men, to
continue in the service on a career baslis.

And he set the pattern for corrective
action when he said:

These objectives require compensation
which is more in line with that offered by
private industry. They also require
strengthening of traditional service benefits
in recognition of the unusual difficulties
facing the serviceman and his family.

PRESIDENT EISENHOWER'S RECOMMENDATIONS

A very positive program was under-
taken by the Eisenhower administration
to make military eareers more attrac-
tive. The President, in a message to
Congress, made some very specific rec-
ommendations for congressional action.

They included:

First. Selective increases in pay.

Second. Corresponding increases in
hazardous-duty pay.

Third. A “dislocation” allowance.

Fourth. An increase in travel per
diem.

Fifth. More housing and
rental on substandard housing.

Sixth. Improved dependent medical
care.

Seventh. Equalization and improve-
ment of survivor benefits.

As an immediate incentive to stem
the mass exodus of servicemen from our
Armed Forces we provided the Reenlist-
ment Bonus Act of 1954. This was heav-
ily weighted fo increase reenlistment of
first-term service people. We gave them
1 month's pay for each year of reen-
listment. We also increased incentives
for second and subsequent enlistments.

CAREER INCENTIVE PAY

The next step was the Career Incen-
tive Pay Act which became Public Law 20
of this Congress. This law was one of
the major factors in reducing the stag-
gering turnover we were experiencing.
This was strictly an incentive law. Those
performing oblizated service are not
benefited by it. In other words, mini-
mum years of service were established
before these additional pay benefits are
available. The increases vary in amount
between 6 percent and 25 percent of
basic pay, with the largest pay increases
applying at critical career points. Cer-
tain other additional benefits are now
available for hazardous duty.

SERVICEMEN'S SURVIVOR BENEFITS

President Eisenhower recommended
and we have just passed legislation de-
signed to establish a new and equitable
survivor benefit program for members
and former members of the uniformed
services. The legislation originated with
the Select Committee on Survivor Bene-
fits. In assembling the many inequities
that have existed under the present sys-
tem, it was learned, for instance, that
under existing law the part-time reserv-
ist had better survivor-benefit coverage
than ,the full-time regular. It was
pointed out that a major shortcoming of
the present system is the failure fo relate
the principal benefit payment to the in-
come level of the serviceman at the time
of death.

The purpose of this new law is to im-
prove and streamline the present sur-
vivor-benefit system so as to provide a

reduced

13595

uniform, equitable, and efficient program
for the future.

Under this act those who are now re-
ceiving greater benefits under provisions
of the prezent laws may continue to re-
ceive those benefits. On the other hand,
if they would improve their status under
this bill now in conference they may
elect to receive the benefits thereunder.

Survivors now receiving the higher
benefits may desire to continue receiving
these benefits until such time as their
status changes and they may then elect
to take the benefits provided in this
pending act.

We have taken a great step forward
in improving benefits to widows, orphans,
and dependent parents of our service-
men and veterans. One phase of the
new law links them closer to social secu-
rity. In the past members of our Armed
Forces have been receiving a temporary
gratuity of $160 credit toward social
security, but, under this new legislation,
they will join the social security system.
The survivors' benefits will hereafter be
a combination of both social-security
and Veterans’ Administration payments.

‘We have corrected another inequity in
this respect because the Social Security
Act provides that total family benefits
are limited to a maximum of 80 percent
of the worker’s average wage. However,
in the case of a soldier, sailor, or airman
who dies while still in the lower pay
grades, the benefits accruing to his sur-
vivors would be disproportionate. Con-
sequently we have made allowances for
this in the law by authorizing certain
Veterans’ Administration increases. We
have made certain other adjustments to
bring service benefits in line with social-
security benefits.

The Department of Defense feels that
this act fills a long.tanding need for
improvement of family protection for
the service member and it provides a
strong inducement with which to attract
and retain personnel of the caliber re-
quired to man the Armed Forces.

DEPENDENT MEDICAL CARE

President Eisenhower called the pro-
posal for dependents’ medical care one
of the most important in the adminis-
tration’s career incentive legislative pro-
gram when he sent his message to Con-
gress recommending certain provisions
extending and enlarging medical bene-
fits for service families. At the time we
considered this legislation it was pointed
out that these increased benefits would
contribute immeasurably to the morale,
well-being, and effectiveness of service-
men. Prior to the enactment of this
proposal of the President our service-
men did not have the assurance of the
benefits which we are now giving them
under Public Law 569. As a matter of
faect, this vital element to the morale
and well-being of our military person-
nel was long overdue. Since the end of
World War II, it has been practically
impossible to furnish this care to many
of the dependents of our military forces.
Our military departments have not kept
pace with Ameriean industry in this re-
spect because while we were compelled
to decline medical care of the families
of our Armed Forces more and more in-
dustries were extending those benefits
to employees and their families.
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Without question this assurance that
medical care will be available to the
family of any of our servicemen is a
very effective argument in favor of
Armed Forces. By providing medical
care for the dependents of servicemen
we accomplish two purposes. The first
is that the serviceman has the assur-
ance that his wife and children are
going to have the kind of medical atten-
tion that they need. The second is that
the extension of this medical care to
these dependents contributes directly to
the primary medical mission by attract-
ing and retaining competent career per-
sonnel who find it possible to maintain
their professional proficiency through
the opportunity to extend their profes-
sional service to military dependents.

Surveys made by the Defense Depart-
ment have shown that decisions of many
men to leave the service and return to
civil life are influenced because of the
fact that medical care has not been
available for his wife and children. The
act to which I refer will now provide an
improved and uniform program of med-
ical care for dependents. Not only does
this aet provide service dependents med-
ical care at service facilities when avail-
able, but it also directs the Secretary
of Defense to establish group health in-
surance or medical service plan provid-
ing certain minimum services for the
wife and children of active-duty person-
nel. The coverage of this insurance is
automatic and is at no cost to the mem-
ber of the armed services.

Furthermore, this act gives the Secre-
tary of Defense the authority to con-
tract for the medical care of wives and
children of servicemen who are on active
duty outside of the United States,
through civilian medical sources.

In the past there has been some con-
fusion over the entitlement to medical
care and also the type of medical care
that has been offered to a dependent by
the different branches of the service has
varied. The law which has just been
enacted will eliminate much of this con-
fusion and also provides that each of the
services will afford the same care to the
same category of dependents. It gives
a very clear-cut and positive legal sanc-
tion to a service benefit. This law
makes dependent medical care a genuine
service benefit by making it available to
all military dependents regardless of
circumstances. Furthermore, it con-
tributes immeasurably to career attrac-
tiveness by providing a benefit which can
be measured in dollars and cents and the
benefit which identifies the service fam-
ily with the sponsoring service.
PROCUREMENT OF MEDICAL AND DENTAL OFFICERS

Another incentive proposal which has
been enacted into law is that which un-
dertakes to deal with one of the most
serious problems affecting the Armed
Forces today and that is providing ade-
quate medical personnel. Public Law 410
was designed to provide an incentive for
medical and dental officers. At the time
this bill was under consideration we were
told that in the last 2 fiscal years the
military services lost about 25 percent
of their regular medical personnel. It
became necessary in 1950 for us to enact
the doctor draft law from which the
Defense Department got about two-
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thirds of its medical officers. Out of the
10,000 medical officers on duty with the
Department of Defense at the time this
medical and dental career service bill
was passed only about one-third were
career personnel.

Since we do not have schools in the
military service where our doctors are
trained as we train our other military
personnel it was very appropriate that
as an incentive we should permit these
men to have credit for longevity pay
purposes of their medical education pe-
riods up to 5 years for doctors and 4 years
for dentists. This provision will place
them on the same longevity basis as other
line officers who enter military service
at the same time that these doctors
entered medical school.

‘We are all aware of the fact that com-
bat readiness of our military forces de-
pends upon the health and well-being
of the individual fighting man. In order
to keep these men in trim we must have
available an adequate corps of medical
men.

While opportunities in civilian life
have increased for our Nation’s physi-
cians and dentists we had not increased
those opportunities in our military serv-
ice until the Eisenhower administration
undertook this incentive career program.
Public Law 410 was designed to increase
these incentives. It was aimed as a
counterbalance to the superior attrac-
tions of a civilian medical career.

SUBSTANDARD HOUSING

Another of the President's recom-
mendations on which the House recently
completed action was the substandard
housing bill affecting military personnel.
This hill preserves the rental allowance
of our military personnel when they are
living in inadequate housing units. It
frequently happens that our personnel
with families are compelled to live in
converted barracks, with several families
occupying the same building. It also
frequently happens that a service fam-
ily must live in a quonset.

We are advised that today there are
some 36,000 units of inadequate housing
which are technically public quarters and
therefore require that the service fam-
ily, the majority of whom are enlisted,
surrender their total housing allowance.
This bill provides that the serviceman
retain his allowance for quarters and
pay a fair market rental for the space
occupied. This is a temporary measure
but one which gives overdue correction
to an inequity.

Of course this entire housing matter
will eventually be taken care of under
the family housing programs already au=
thorized by Congress and in contemplat-
ed programs for which approval is an-
ticipated.

Nurse Corps career incentives, preser-
vation of retirements rights, regular of-
ficer augmentation proposal and re-
adjustment pay for Reserve officers are
only a few more of the many forfward-
looking programs designed to make
service in the Armed Forces more at-
tractive,

The Eisenhower administration has
done more to strengthen the position
of our mililtary forces through the in-
auguration of the mililtary career in-
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centive program than any other peace-
time administration in many decades.

The President’s incentive career plan
is giving the serviceman a feeling of
belonging. It is giving him pride in his
job and an assurance of continuity of
service under conditions that are being
improved as conditions in private em-
ployment are improved. Under the
President’s program we are giving them
so-called fringe benefits comparable to
the general trend of such benefits in
private life.

We are making more effective use of
the skills of career service men and
women and we are compensating them
for their knowledge. We are presenting
a program that will encourage young
people to come forward as volunteers in
the service of their country. Never be-
fore has the phrase “career in the Armed
Forces’ carried so much meaning.

We are adding dignity to the military
career.

In the past we have paid a tragic price
for our failure and neglect in getting
ready. The program of President Eisen-
hower with respect to military person-
nel is one which will get us ready and
keep us ready with a defense force of
highly trained volunteers dedicating
their lives to the service of their coun-
try. Inturnour Government recognizes
Bl;gir service by placing them on a career

s.

Mr. WILSON of California. Mr.
Speaker, we can be strong only if we
have a strong industrial and mobiliza-
tion base. As the great producer na-
tion of the world, we must remain con-
stantly alert to keep our mobilization fa-
cilities and materials intact and ready
for action. To discuss this phase of our
defense posture, I am yielding to the
gentleman form Arizona, Congressman
JOHN RHODES, a distinguished young at-
torney and business leader, who is well
versed in his subject. His 5 years of ac-
tive duty in the Air Force includes serv-
ice as executive officer of the huge Wil-
liams Air Force Base in his home State of
Arizona. He is active in the National
Guard, in which he serves as a lieutenant
colonel.

I yield to our colleague the gentleman
from Arizona [Mr. RHopES] to discuss
our mobilization role.

Mr. RHODES of Arizona. Mr. Speak-
er, it was announced recently that in the
year 1955 the national product of the
United States exceeded $400 billion.
Measured in constant dollars, this is an
increase of almost 25 percent over the
1950 level. This is the most significant
figure we have with which to measure
our national mobilization base.

A mobilization base is the floor upon
which must be built the Armed Forees to
win a war, and the wartime economy to
support those Armed Forces. It pro-
vides the means whereby this country
may, if necessary, recover from the shock
of an atomic attack, and marshal its
forces for eventual victory.

The most important single factor in
a mobilization base is a strong, existing,
civilian economy. That is why I men-
tioned the $400 billion level of our na-
tional product. This record national
product indicates the extent to which
private and governmental initiative have
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been successful, in partnership, in build-
ing this type of civilian economy. Fur-
ther indications of the success of this
administration along these lines are as
follows: Estimated steel capacity for
1956—128.4 million tons, which is an
inerease of 30 percent over 1950. Alumi-
num capacity at 3.5 billion pounds an-
nually is 140 percent above 1950. Elec-
tric power capacity at the end of 1956
will be approximately 125 million kilo-
watts compared with about 70 million
kilowatts in 1950.

Private industry has been encouraged
to expand in many ways. One of these
is by use of the fast tax writeoff. This
law allows the Office of Defense Mobili-
zation to give a tax writeoff certificate
to any industry which builds a plant that
can be used or adapted, for war produc-
tion. Through the control of these cer-
tificates, ODM has been able, not only
to secure the type of industrial expan-
sion desired, but also to locate it in ac-
cordance with the best dispersion meth-
ods, so that in the event of attack,
American industry could not be wiped
out with a small number of bombs.
However, the most powerful factor in
industrial expansion has been the crea-
tion of a governmental climate favor-
able to business expansion. The elimi-
nation of the excess profits tax, the very
modest relief from double taxation
accorded corporate stockholders, the
removal of Government from competi-
tion with private industry, are only a
few of the factors which have caused
business to feel that under the Eisen-
hower Administration it can invest and
prosper. As a corollary, there is almost
no unemployment in the country. The
industrial force is better housed, better
fed, and better paid, than ever in the
history of any country on the face of
the earth. Therefore, our unequaled
industrial might is ready to man the
ramparts of wartime production if the
need should arise.

Planning for mobilization is a com-
plex operation, largely because of the
type of world in which we live. For in-
stance, one plan calls for mobilization
upon the outbreak of a Korean-type war.
Another plan envisages full mobiliza-
tion for a war of the World War II
variety, but with no attack on the United
States. Another plan calls for full
mobilization for a war of the World War
IT type with an attack on the United
States likely to follow. Finally, there is
a plan for mobilization assuming an
atomic sneak attack on the United
States. In each contingency, plans of
action must be ready which will, first,
support the defense of the United States;
second, give logistical support to civil
defense; and third, readjust the econ-
omy to provide for expanded production
of the products needed to carry on a war.

In the event of any mobilization, ODM
will release material from its stockpile
to provide needed logistical support for
the Armed Forces and war industries
now in operation. It will also make
material available to civil defense, to
aid stricken communities, to clear away
damage, and to resume the flow of in-
dustry and commerce. It will also re-
allocate and assign defense contracts to
provide for expanded production, and to
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fill the gaps which might have been
caused by destruction from enemy
action.

While it is impossible in this short
time to relate all of the activities in-
herent in the establishment and mainte-
nance of a mobilization base, I would
like to discuss the bomb damage assess-
ment feature briefly. It is obvious that
if a bomb of a certain magnitude is
dropped on a certain locality, certain in-
dustries will be wiped out, at least tem-
porarily. Therefore, by the use of elec-
tronic computors such as Univac, ODM
is ready at a moment’s notice to ap-
praise bomb damage. Given the mega-
ton rating of a bomb, the altitude at
which the bomb was exploded, and point
zero of the explosion, Univac can give
ODM the industrial capacity which was
wiped out, and do so within a matter
of minutes. Then it is up to ODM to
immediately reallocate the production
destroyed to plants in other areas which
have not been hit, so that the national
production may reach and maintain a
level necessary to carry on a wartime
economy. ODM has also distributed
“self triggering” orders to certain
plants. In the event of disruption of
communication from enemy attack,
these plants would begin immediately
to produce cerfain manufactured arti-
cles which will be needed in the event
of full mobilization. A plan has also
been implemented for regional coordi-
nation of defense activities in the event
that communication with Washington
is impossible. Under this plan, certain
regional coordinators are responsible for
war production in a given area of the
United States, and in that region the
coordinator will assume the function of
ODM without further order from Wash-
ington.

Since manpower is important to any
war effort, ODM has established an
executive reserve from the ranks of in-
dustry. Persons assigned to the execu-
tive reserve are given designated duties
to perform in the event of full mobiliza-
tion., They will be trained in these
duties, and prepared to take over full-
time operation of their respective sec-
tions on mobilization day.

One of the first functions of ODM is
to make certain that the raw materials,
machinery, and some finished products,
which we would need immediately in the
event of war, are available. We are com-
pletely dependent on foreign sources for
some raw material, and partially de-
pendent on such sources for other mate-
rials. ODM must gear its stockpile ob-
jectives for a national emergency of a
certain duration, and then proceed to
acquire enough of the needed material
to fulfill the objective.

The Office of Defense Mobilization re-
cently reported that approximately 75
percent of the total minimum stockpile
objectives are now on hand. Good
progress is being made on all stockpile
objectives. Wherever possible, the at-
tainment of a stockpile objective was
accomplished in a manner best calculated
to develop domestic industry. Some-
times it was necessary to postpone de-
liveries to the stockpile, in order to pro-
vide minerals and metals needed by the
civilian economy. When such a need
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arose, the overall benefit to the economy
and the consequent expansion in our
mobilization base was weighed against
the desirability of attainment of the im-
mediate stockpile objective, This is an
example of the many complex decisions
which must be made by personnel re-
sponsible for the mobilization base.

The attainment of the industrial mo-
bilization base also entails certain ex-
pansion goals. Since Korea, 195 expan-
sion goals have been completed. Only
32 now remain, and only 2 new ones have
been added in the past 5 months. The
accomplishment of these goals was at-
tained through the use of the tax amorti-
zation program as set forth above,
through the outright procurement and
placing of certain machinery by the Fed-
eral Government which is now in standby
status, and by the use of Government
loans so that certain industries might ex-
pand to the desired goals. Of paramount
importance, however, is the willingness
of industry to spend its own funds to
expand the civilian economy in the fav-
orable climate afforded by the Eisen-
hower administration.

The maintenance of the mobilization
base necessitates a continuing study.
New situations demand new solutions;
new weapons and new techniques de-
mand new types of material; new inter-
national situations demand new coun-
termeasures. ODM is constantly revis-
ing and restudying the mobilization base,
and its long-range plans.

Although I have been critical of ODM
for the way it has handled the manga-
nese program, and am still critical of it
for that program, I think that we must
all agree that this Office has done an out=
standing job. It has had the complete
backing of President Eisenhower and his
administration. Because of the policies
of this administration, private industry
has also been more than anxious to do its
part in the attainment of our mobiliza-
tion base. Much work remains to be
done, but the attainment of our objec-
tives is proceeding smoothly, with com~
petent hands on the throttle.

Mr. WILSON of California, Mr,
Speaker, we have tried today to give our
colleagues a factual report on the state
of our defenses, If is reassuring to those
of us who have studied the facts and
figures we have assembled over the past
few months to see a pattern of continual
strengthening of our defense posture,
under the able leadership of President
Eisenhower, We should be remiss today
if we failed to pay special tribute to the
contributions to our national security
made by the loyal men and women of
the service, and the civilian workers, too.
I want at this time to pay my respects
to the patriotism and devotion of the
civilian secretaries of the various serv-
ices, many of whom have made substan-
tial financial sacrifices to serve their
country in this erucial period.

I would single out as representative of
the ability and dedication that such
men have brought into our Government
an individual who though sometimes ma-
ligned, has generally nroved to be right in
his decisions as they affect the military,
Of course, I am referring to our able
Secretary of Defense, Charles E. Wilson,
whose strong and determined hand has
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guided the progress of our defense build-
up since 1953. The Nation may well be
grateful some day, beyond all means of
expression, for the ability, the loyalty,
the persistence, and complete dedication
this selfless man has exhibited in his
administration of the Defense Depart-
ment. I am sure I echo the sentiments
of many of us in this Chamber when
I pay public tribute to Secretary Wilson,

‘WHAT IS THE TRUE CONDITION OF
OUR MILITARY PREPAREDNESS?

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
TriMBLE). Under previous order of the
House, the gentleman from Indiana [Mr.
Bray] is recognized for 30 minutes.

Mr. BRAY. Mr. Speaker, Americans
are confused and disturbed. They know
most of their tax dollars are being chan-
neled to this country’s military pro-
grams. They do not complain too much
about that. But they are beginning to
raise questions about military spending,
and, rightly so, for they hear almost
daily from some self-styled experts that
our defense is second-rate and inade-
quate. If it is, Americans want to know
why. They also want to know the true
picture of their highly priced military
defense.

I will try to describe that condition
as briefly as possible, but I assure you
that an adequate review of our national
defense would take thousands of pages.

From the press, radio, TV, from
speeches throughout the country, and
from the floor of Congress we hear that
our national defense has been deteriorat-
ing, that we are not appropriating or
spending enough money on national de-
fense.

The President has been bitterly as-

sailed because he is not requesting larger
expenditures from Congress. A great
group, whether great in number or just
great in voecal strength, is stating that
we are in great danger from Rusria and
that to save ourselves we must pour more
and more billions into armament and
draft more and more men into our Armed
Forces.
- It is of vital interest to every Amer-
jean that we have a sufficiently strong
military forece to give us adequate de-
fense. It is equally important that we
not place a crushing burden of taxa-
tion on the American laborer, farmer,
or businessman; that we do not wreck
our great American economy and high
standard of living by surrendering to the
regimentation of militarism.

I am now and have been during all of
my adult life an exponent of adequate
preparedness. Iattended the first CMTC
camp held in the United States when I
was 17 years old, and I have been a com-
missioned officer more than 31 years.
Before World War II, I worked with the
William Allen White committee to get
our country interested in national de-
fense. I spent almost 4 years in the
Asiatic-Pacific theater during World
War II, most of which time I was in com-
mand of a tank battalion. For the past
4 years I have been a member of the
House Armed Services Committee and
have followed closely the progress of our
national defense. I make these remarks
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only to point out my continuous interest

in an adequate national defense, just to

insure that some remarks I am about to

make may not be wrongly construed.

DEFENSE SPENDING FACTS BEST ILLUSTRATED BY
COMPARISONS

What are the facts regarding our de-
fense spending? The only manner
whereby we can determine whether we
are going forward or backward in mili-
tary preparedness is by comparing that
which we are accomplishing today with
that which we accomplished in the past.
No one would expect our country to
maintain the same armed might in time
of peace as in time of war, to have a mili-
tary establishment of the same size in
1956 as we had in 1952 and 1953. The
Congressional Library has prepared for
me a comparison of the military accom-
plishments of today with the military
accomplishments during the 2 years im-
mediately prior to the Eorean war.

These figures cover the fiscal years
ending June 30, 1949 and June 30, 1950,
and June 30, 1956. World War II came to
an end in 1945. In 1950 the Russian
menace loomed as large as it does today.
Russia was on the march and had an
even larger army than she has today.
Harry Truman was President of the
United States, Louis Johnson was Secre-
tary of Defense, Stuart Symington was
Secretary of the Air Force, Frank Pace,
Jr., was Secretary of the Army, and
Francis P. Matthews was Secretary of the
Navy. I do not intend to criticize or
praise either the personalities involved or
the planning for the development or the
failure of development of our military
strength in 1949-50 or today. I merely
want to give you the facts.

The number of authorized air wings—
called groups in 1949—authorized in
June 1949 was 48. The number actually
in operation was 48. The number of
wings authorized as of June 30, 1950, had
increased to 53, but the number actually
in operation had decreased to 44. How-
ever, on June 30, 1956, 137 wings were
authorized and 123 wings were actually
in operation. An increase in actual
operating wings in 1956 over 1950 is 179
percent,

Now, as to the actual personnel
strength of the Air Force as of June 30,
1949, June 30, 1950, and June 30, 1956,
there were 419,000 persons in the Air
Force as of June 30, 1949, and this num-
ber had decreased to 411,000 on June 30,
1950. The strength of the Air Force as of
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June 30. 1956, was 916,000 men, an in-
crease of 122 percent over June 30, 1950,
in actual number of officers and men;
and to those who would say that we are
denying the Air Force necessary funds,
I would point out that the Air Force dur-
ing the fiscal year ending June 30, 1950,
spent $3.6 billion, and in 1956 $15 billion,
an increase of 317 percent.

ARMY HAD OVER A BILLION DOLLARS ‘UNst AT

KOREAN WAR START

The increase of our Army strength is
equally outstanding. The strength of
our Army on June 30, 1950 was approxi=
mately 632,000; on June 30, 1956 1,027,-
000—an increase of 64 percent. With
the money now being spent for higher
pay and more modern weapons, the dol-
lars spent become even more outstand-
ing. For the Army in the fiscal year
ending June 30, 1950, $3,985,000,000 was
spent and for 1956 $8,510,000,000, an
increase of 113 percent. One interest-
ing fact concerns appropriations and
spending: for the fiscal year 1950, Con-
gress had appropriated $5,017,000,000 for
the Army, yet only $3,985,000,000 were
spent, leaving a 21 percent unexpended
balance. This is especially significant
as the Korean War started just 6 days
before the end of that fiscal year.

The manpower strength of the Navy
as of June 30, 1949, was 450,000 men,
and by June 30, 1950, had dropped to
382,000 men. The strength on June 30,
1956 was 663,000 men, an increase of 73
percent over 1950.

The change in the strength of the
Marine Corps is even more marked. On
June 30, 1949, the Marine strength was
94,000 men and in the following fiscal
year it dropped to 77,000. It has risen
to 193,000, as of June 30, 1956, an in-
crease of 150 percent since 1950. The
expenditures for the Navy—including
the Marine Corps—for the fiscal year
1949 was $4,446,000,000 and for 1950
slid to $4,102,000,000. For the fiscal year
1956, the Navy spent $9,435,000,000, an
increase of 130 percent over 1950.

The number of reservists actually on
a regular training status is of great im-
portance. The record shows that there
were 347,000 members of the National
Guard on regular drill status as of June
30, 1950. That number had increased to
410,000 as of June 30, 1956. The num-
ber of our Air National Guard on a regu-
lar drill status from June 30, 1950, to
June 30, 1956, increased from 45,000 to
63,000 members.

Table showing the mililary strength for the 8 services for the fiscal years ending June 30, 1949,
June 30, 1950, and June 30, 1956, and the expenditures for those 3 fiscal years

Percent

Military service June30,1949 | June 30,1950 | June 30, 1056 | "HCrease.

and 1956
Alr wings authorized._ . 48 53 137 158
Air wings in operation__ bt 48 44 123 175
Air Force personnel on duty at end of fiseal yeur ...... 419, 000 411, 000 016, 000 122
Expenditures for fiscal yvear_ £3, 600, 000, 000 |$15, oon,wu OO{I any
Army personnel on duty at end of fiscal ; yeur .......................... 632, 000 o4
Expenditures for fiscal year. $3, 985, 000,000 | $8, 510 0')0 000 113
Navy personnel on duti,r at end of fscal year 450, 000 382, 000 ms,uoo 73
Marine Corps personnel..__.__ 04, 000 77,000 193, 000 150
Navy-Marine Corps expenditures for fiscal year. $4, 446, 000,000 | $4,102, 000 DOI) $9, 435, cm.uon 130
National Guard personnel on duty at end of ﬂsmlg' o A il 47, 000 410, 000 18

Air National Guard personnel on duty at end of fiscal

peapirs o = et n b s i 45,000 63, 000 40
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From these facts, it is apparent that
from 1949 to 1950, that is, right up to the
beginning of the Korean war, our Gov-
ernment definitely was decreasing our
armed strength.

Mr. BROWNSON. Mr. Speaker, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. BRAY. I yield.

Mr. BROWNSON. I want to compli-
ment the gentleman from Indiana, a
member of the great Committee on
Armed Services, on the address he is
making today. The study which he has
made has kept him occupied for many,
many weeks, gathering together the data
on which this speech is based.

I would like to ask the gentleman a
question. Is it not true that some of
those who feel that the defense of this
country today under the Eisenhower ad-
ministration is inadequate are the ones
who are responsible for cutting back the
defense of this country to a marked de-
gree in 1948, 1949, and 19507?

Mr. BRAY. That is correct.

During that period—the 2 years before
the Korean war—we were abandoning
our military bases, allowing our eguip-
ment to become obsolete, lagging in re-
search. It is equally apparent that to-
day, more than 3 years after the end of
the hostilities in Korea, we have a far
greater and stronger defense than we
had at the beginning of that conflict.
We are promoting research, developing
new and better weapons and equipment,
and modernizing our bases at home and
abroad.

Let us clear away all of the confusion
caused by sensational statements, ex-
travagant plans, and political maneuver-
ing and see exactly what our defense
strength is today and what our plans are
for the coming year, especially in the
field of air power and guided missiles,
which are receiving the greatest criti-
cism.

Just what are the military plans of
the United States for the year ending
June 30, 1956? To get a clear picture
of this important matter, in no way col-
ored by the administration’s view, I will
quote rather extensively from two men,
both members of the Democratic Party,
who perhaps because of their ability, ex-
perience, and posts of responsibility, do

+ more to guide our Armed Forces than any

other two men, with the exception of
the President. I refer to Congressman
GEeorGE H. MaHON of Texas, chairman of
the Subcommittee on Defense Appropri-
ations, for many years a vigorous ex-
ponent of a strong military establish-
ment; and Congressman CARL Vinson of
Georgia, also a Democrat, who is and for
many years has been the chairman of
the House Armed Services Committee
and one of the strongest advocates of a
strong national defense.
MAHON BELIEVES UNITED STATES LEADS RUSSIA
IN MISSILES RACE

On Wednesday, May 9, 1956, the De-
fense Department appropriations hbill
was debated on the floor of the House.
The Defense Appropriations Subcommit-
tee of the Appropriations Committee,
under the chairmanship of Representa-
tive Maron, had held 3 months of hear-
ings on this bill, filling 7 volumes and
6,600 pages with testimony. A study of
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the hearings on this appropriations bill
and the House debate will, I believe, show
that all branches of our services are be-
coming stronger.

In speaking of the guided missile pro-
gram Representative Manmon had only
praise for what is being accomplished at
the present time. Mr. MAHON'S remarks
appear on page 7804 of the CONGRESSION=
s1oNAL REcorp of May 9, 1956.

Speaking of missiles generally I think
there is little likelihood but that the United
Btates, in the development of a wide variety
of so-called guided missiles, is decidedly out
in front of any other power. LIV T

Another Important fact is that immedi-
ately after World War II the Soviet began an
intensive program for the development of
the ICBM (intercontinertal ballistic mis-
sile), This country did not, We are trying
now to make up for lost time and whether
we will be able to do it remains to be seen.

The ICBM field, I must admit, is one
in which there is no definite knowledge
as to whether the United States or Rus=
sia is ahead in technical progress. We
know Russia began her extensive inter-
continental development just after
World War II. We did not stairt until
a few years ago. The element of time
is the one concession we must grant the
Soviets in this field. If we are behind,
it is because of our inaction in the years
between the end of World War II and
conclusion of fighting in the Korean
conflict. Today, as Representative Ma-
HON said, “We are trying to make up for
lost time.”

In discussing the B-47, the medium jet
bomber, and the B-52 large jet bomber,
Representative Manon on page 7804,
the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD said:

Of course, we are going to phase out the
B-47's. We have about all the B-47's, the
medium jet bomber, that we require.”

It may be that amendments will be of-
fered to increase the funds in the bill for
the B-52. I shall not support such amend-
ments. If we had 1,000 new B-52's tomor-
row, we would not have the crews to main-
tain and man them and the airfields to op-
erate them. We can integrate a new weapon
into our arsenal only as fast as we can pro-
vide the facilities and train the mechanics
and crews necessary for its use.

In answer to Representative LANHAM,
of Georgia, as to the advisability of con-
verting more factories to the making of
B-52's, Mr. MaHON said on page 7805:

I doubt that an additional source for the
B-52, the tooling of another plant, would
have any serlous effect upon the production
of the B-52 in the next 12 months and very
little effect in the next 18 months. But 2 or
3 years from now, of course, it would have
a profound effect. But again, in 2 or 3 or
4 years from now we may be moving out
of the production of the B-52 into the pro-
duction of another type of bomber which
is now on the drawing boards and which
had not been finally firmed up.

ALL-OUT B-52 PRODUCTION COULD CHOKE NEW
PLANE DEVELOPMENT

The last statement of Mr. Ma"soN dem-
onstrates the error in the demand that
we construct more and more B-52 bomb-
ers. A few years ago we made that mis-
take when we assumed that the B-36
was the zenith of our large bomber de-
velopment. Before 10 percent of the
B-36’s were finished they were obsolete
because of the greater efficiency of
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newly developed jet bombers over the
propeller-driven bomber. If today we
should “go all out” for the production
of B-52's, in a few years we could have
the air literally filled with them; but we
would have ignored research and plan-
ning for far better planes which I per-
sonally know are on the drawing board.

‘We are all interested in research. Mr.
MAHON, on page 7808 says:

For research and development the bill pro-
vides $610 million. This may not be enough
to adequately carry out all of the programs
contemplated under this appropriation.
However, no firm estimates of additional re-
quirements could be supplied. The commit-
tee has told the Department that should
breakthroughs occur in any important
weapons development areas, available funds
and facilities are to be used as rapidly as
required, and that supplemental appropria-
tions will be provided.

To those who say we are allowing our
Air Force to slip, I respectfully refer
them to Mr. MaHoN’s statement on page
7809:

Well, the Air Force is going to 137 wings
at the end of fiscal 1957, which compares
with 127 as of today, with 98 on the day 3
years ago when Secretary Wilson took over,
and with 48 as of just prior to Korea.

It has been charged that our air bases
at home and abroad are not receiving
proper consideration by the administra-
tion and Congress. CarL VinsoN, chair-
man of the House Armed Services Com~
mittee, said during debate on the mili-
tary construction bill—page 5994 of the
April 10 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD:

The Air Force under the bill gets authority
for construction at 205 major installations
of which 144 are in the United States and
61 overseas * * *

The whole Air Force program is almed
at having the 137-wing Air Force in being
4nd ready to go in 1957.

To the demand that we spend more
money in this fiscal year for B-52's, the
President of the United States, National
Security Council, Bureau of the Budget,
Secretary of Defense, Secretary of the
Air Force, and the Air Force Chief of
Staff, have all answered that they did
not want this additional money.
MILITARY HOUSBING NOW BUILT AT FASTEST RATE

IN HISTORY

There have also been requests for more
family housing for members of the
Armed Forces. The availability of good
housing for a serviceman’s family is im-
portant to the efficient operation and
morale of the Armed Forces. For years
many service families either have rented
at exorbitant rates poor housing, miles
from the base, or have remained at their
homes hundreds of miles away.

Housing is one facility that can be
provided, yet costs the Government
nothing. Married officers and the rank-
ing married noncommissioned officers
are entitled to family housing. If the
Government does not furnish this hous-
ing, it must pay an allowance in lieu of
housing. The Government can con-
struct these houses for approximately
the amount they pay the servicemen in
lieu of housing.

Apparently those who are so loud in
their demand that such housing be con-
structed do not take the time to investi-
gate the true situation. From 1946 to
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1951 but little armed services family
housing was constructed. on bases in the
Continental United States.  However,
such is not true today. Last year we au-
thorized and appropriated money for
28,000 homes for servicemen, the great-
est such appropriation in our Nation’s
history. The services, however, only
constructed approximately 14,000, We
now have a new method of constructing
and financing these homes. They are
built by private capital on military reser-
vations and the Federal Governmentg
pays for them at about the same rate
they save in not having to pay a quarters
allowance. Some 101,000 service homes
are scheduled for this fiscal year. This
is called the Capehart program of con-
struction of military family housing.

Our bases are rapidly approaching
completion, and within the next 3 years
we should have all of our bases and fam-
ily housing well on the way to comple-
tion.

Great and even revolutionary progress
is heing made in the entire field of elec-
tronics. The Navy is constructing an
atomic-powered submarine which can
launch guided missiles, and the Army is
also advancing with greater firepower
and maneuverability.

Many other programs have been com-
menced within the last 3 years to provide
us with a stronger defense and to de-
velop a higher morale within the serv-
jces. We have a sound program of medi-
cal services for the families of our serv-
icemen. We have commenced an inte-
gration system, transferring Reserve
officers into the Regular services. This
will do much to provide the stability so
long needed in our Defense Establish-
ment.

Any casual, nonpartisan study will
show that we have reversed the old
“feast or famine” policy of national de-
fense. Previously we allowed our defense
to deteriorate in strength and morale
until some foreign country said “boo”;
then we would frantically increase our
defense, at tremendous cost but with
little efficiency, We have reversed the
trend which existed just before the
Korean war, when our strength was rap-
idly deteriorating, Now, 3 years after
Korea, we are building toward a long-
time defense program, not one that will
ebb and flow each time the EKremlin
smiles or frowns,

Let us address ourselves to the alarm-
ist who seems to see a Russian invasion
just around the corner. Let us refer to
the testimony of Admiral Burke, Chief
of Naval Operations, before the House
Armed Services Committee, January 18,
1956, Admiral Burke had been discuss-
ing the buildup of our Navy in compari-
son with that of the Russian Navy, and
his testimony had revealed that the Rus-
sian buildup was in submarines—not the
large ships and transports that would
be necessary in an invasion. I asked
regarding the possible purpose of the
Russian Navy—

Admiral, referring to your earlier state-
ments regarding the buildup of the Ameri-
can Navy in contrast to that of the Russian
Navy, did I understand you to say that there
is no evidence from the Russian naval build-

up that they were contemplating any inva-
sion of the United States?

Admiral BurkEe. Yes, approximately, sir,
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He later added:

In my opinion the type Navy that Russia
is building is for the purpose of denying the
control of the seas, denying the use of the
seas to the United States and its allies, par=-
tlcularly near Eurasia.

NEW SOVIET JET TRANSPORT IS INFERIOR TO
TUNITED STATES PLANES

I would like to discuss briefly the myth
of Russian air superiority. One interest-
ing sidelight as to Russian air strength
is that this propaganda campaign indi-
cates that the Russians are using every
possible means of fostering the idea of
Russia’s great technological progress.
There has been the introduction into in-
telligence channels of doctored-up photo-
graphs, purporting to show the latest
types of Russian planes. These phofo-
graphs, which appeared in publications
throughout the free world labeled as
having come from ‘“behind the Iron Cur-
tain,” actually were retouched photo-
graphs of some of the latest American
planes, with the American insignia re-
placed by the Russian red star, and other
minor alterations.

The recent flight of the Tu-104 jet-
transport to London created a sensation
in the outside world, not only because of
the existence of the plane previously un-
known, but because the Russians chose
to show it off so dramatically.

The Tu-104 represents a tremendous
step forward for the Russians, who here-
tofore have had nothing in the eivil-
transport field but very pale and inferior
imitations of our prewar Douglas DC-3
and our postwar Convairs and Martin-
liners. Its cruising speed of about 490
miles per hour, is about 60 miles per hour
slower than that of the Boeing 707 and
the Douglas DC-8, and about 100 miles
per hour slower than that of the Convair
Golden Comet. Its range of slightly
under 2,000 miles compares with ranges
of 3,000 miles for the Convair and 5,000
for the DC-8 and 707.

Its engines, which were described in
the press as being much more powerful
than any being built in England and the
United States and which also power the
new medium and heavy Russian jet
bombers, are rated at slightly under
15,000 pounds thrust in the eivil trans-
port version and slightly over 17,000
pounds thrust in the military version.
This puts them in the same power class
as the Pratt and Whitney J-75, which is
already in production in this country and
which will power the overseas versions
of the DC-8 and 707. It should be noted,
however, that on the basis of the fuel
consumed by the Russian jet on its flight
to London, the fuel consumption effi-
ciency of the Russian engine may be
little better than half that of the Ameri-
can engine. This is an extremely im-
portant factor when it comes to the
range capabilities of bombers; and, when
it comes to commercial jet transports, it
may well be the determining factor as
to whether a particular plane type can
be economically operated on a competi-
tive route or not.

Aside from the engines, the airframe
itself of the Tu-104 showed some pe-
culiarities which appear to be quite sig-
nificant. For one thing, the wings were
quite thick—described by one corre-
spondent as being grotesquely thick.
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Now, it happens that the efficiency and
performance of high-speed aireraft ap-
pears to depend to a very great degree
on having the wings as thin as it is
structurally possible to make them.

The press stories following the arrival
of the Tu-104 created the impression
that the non-Communist world had no
jet transports in existence, and that the
Tu-104 was proof that the Russians were
years ahead of us in this field. Actually,
the Tu-104 made its first flicht in June
of 1955, while the Boeing 707 prototype
has been fiying since August 1954. Ac-
tually, of course, the pioneer in this field
was the British Comet I. One of the
reasons why the Comet I is no longer
flying the commercial airways is that it
suffered many of the same limitations
and shortcomings as the Tu-104.

NO EVIDENCE SOVIETS POSSESS LONG-RANGE

BALLISTIC MISSILES

As to the Russian development in the
missile field, for example, when Com-
munist boss Khrushchev bragged about
Russia having a 1,500-mile range missile,
he referred to it as a guided missile.
Various persons in the United States
picked up this statement and started
shouting that it represented proof that
Russia was way ahead of us in the mis-
siles field; " however, they misquoted
Khrushechev as having said that Russia
had a 1,500-mile range ballistic missile,
which is a horse of an altogether differ-
ent color, While it is true that we do
not yet have a ballistic missile with a
1,500-mile range, there is still no evi-
dence that Russia has either. On the
other hand, we do have a guided missile
with considerably greater range than
1,500 miles—the Northrop Snark. The
only reason that we do not have this
weapon, which has been fully developed,
in operational quantities is that the Air
Force, for reasons of its own, has de-
cided to wait for perfection of that bet-
ter weapon which is always just around
the corner, in this case, the Navaho mis-
sile.

As to fighter planes, the American F-86
Sabrejet flies higher, climbs faster, flies
faster, and has greater range than the
Russian Mig-15. The F-86 can break
the sound barrier and the Mig-15 can-
not. The new B-58 medium bomber, al-
most ready for production, flies roughly
twice as fast as any known Russian me-
dium or heavy bomber, The American
B-52 flies faster and higher and operates
much farther than the Russian Bison,
the large jet bomber.

It is proper that some comparison be
made as to the relative percent of the
national budget of the United States and
other countries which is spent for mili-
tary preparedness. Such comparison
may be misleading because of the low
pay and living standards of service per-
sonnel in some countries and because of
the extent of nationalization of indus-
tries, especially in Russia. However, I
will present the figures as prepared for
me by the Library of Congress. The
United States expends 53 cents out of
cach budget dollar for military prepared-
ness, and if the atomic energy program
and the mutual security program are in-
cluded, our defense preparations cost 63
cents out of each dollar, Other coun-
tries spend the following percentage of
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their budgets for military preparedness:
United Kingdom, 44 percent; France,
28% percent; Italy, 2214 percent; Rus-
sia, 20 percent. Again, I want to state
that the figures, especially for Russia,
are probably misleading for reasons
given above,

The demand for increased military ex-
penditures will not end this year. We
are already aware of the planned re-
quests for next year, which will be $14
billion more than the amount appropri-
ated this year. If such demands were
granted and appropriations for all other
Government activities remained the
same, the total budget would increase
from $64,270,000,000 to $78,270,000,000,
of which $54 billion would be for mili-
tary expenditures, including atomic
energy and mutual security. Thus, if
the services should receive what they are
planning to ask for in July 1957, 70 per-
cent of our total tax dollar would go for
military preparedness. If a budget in-
crease of $14 billion had to be met ex-
clusively by an increase in personal
income taxes, the income from such
taxes would have to be increased by 44
percent. Even if corporation income,
excises, and other taxes were raised pro-
portionately, the personal income levy
would have to be increased by more than
20 percent.

FACTORS SEEKING INCREASED DEFENSE SPENDING
STUDIED

As I have stated previously, I am for a
strong, virile national defense, but I feel
that I must raise my voice in warning
against a trend which is all too obvious.

In a sense it is difficult to understand
the present demand for greater and
greater military expenditures when we
are already spending 63 cents out of every
Federal budget dollar for such purposes—
a far greater percent than any other
country on earth—far more than we
were spending at the outbreak of the
Korean war. It is especially difficult to
understand when we remember that
many of those who are erying today for
more and more money for defense were
in authority just before the Korean war
and were rapidly decreasing the mili-
tary strength of the United States.

I will attempt to present some of the
reasons that are behind this great in-
terest and loud demand to spend more
than 63 cents of each budget dollar for
the military and less than 37 cents of
each dollar for all other activities of our
National Government. This is an elec-
tion year, and we naturally expect many
issues to arise, This is also the time of
year when the military budget comes be-
fore Congress, and we have all noticed
for many years that at such times we see
publicity of threatened attack and in-
creased publicity of enemy strength.
Rumors of dangers from a possible enemy
are circulated throughout the country
at this time. The manfacturers of
planes and other articles of armament
are naturally trying to sell their products.

Another reason for this demand for
more defense money is very natural and
understandable. We have in the United
States a very capable and devoted mili-
tary service. Our officers and enlisted
men naturally believe in their respec-
tive branch of service and believe that
it should excel; any other belief would
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demonstrate a lack of spirit and pride in
their service. We are entering into a
changing era of the making of war.
Each serviceman is apprehensive that
the importance and size of his branch
will not be given the priority he believes
it deserves. The Army, Navy, and Air
Force are in bitter and unyielding con-
troversy over which one will control the
guided-missile program. The Army is
demanding its own air force. The Navy
is requesting more and larger airplane
carriers. The Air Force says these car-
riers are worthless and the money spent
on them should be spent on the Air
Force. The controversy goes on and on.
Gen. Matthew Ridgway, now retired, a
great and fine soldier, believes that a
great mistake is being made in our em-
phasis on airpower as over the Army.
On the other hand, I recently heard
Maj. Gen. O. A. Anderson, a retired Air
Force general, say that the Air Force is
practically everything in defense and
that the Army should only be an auxil-
iary to our air arm to support it if and
where needed.

As a tanker in World War II, I never
thought that proper emphasis was being
given to armor—I never thought that my
battalion was being given enough of
anything. Each branch of the service is
clamoring for more and more with in-
satiable appetites. Active and retired of-
ficers, and the manufacturers of planes
and other weapons of war, are using the
press, radio, and TV to sell their story to
the American people, to the administra-
tion, and to the Congress.

The more sensational the story, the
easier it is to get publicity. It is always
easier to view with alarm than to point
with pride. A story stating merely that
we have a strong, well-balanced defense
force sufficient to our needs, yet within
our capacity to maintain, will never make
the headlines. But if one has a story
that Russia is planning to launch an
aerial attack from the North on our steel
mills along the Great Lakes, that cer-
tainly is news, regard.ess of the truth of
the statement.

I do not mean to criticize these mem-
bers and friends of the various services
and manufacturers selling their story to
the American people and to the Govern=-
ment. In a democracy all sides should
be heard. It is a job of the administra-
tion and of Congress to determine in the
light of all the facts what should be done.
If we should give to the air generals all
of the planes and airmen they request;
to the Navy admirals all of the seamen
and ships they request; and to the Army
generals all of the soldiers and guns that
they request, there would be nothing left
for other activities of our Government.
That is the trend of events in a country
of militarism, where a country exists for
the military instead of the military to
serve the country—militarism has in the
end destroyed every country that has
adopted it. No real American, and es-
pecially none of our able military leaders,
would want such a condition.

NEVER UNDERESTIMATE ABILITY OF POSSIBELE

ENEMY FOR WAR

Prior to World War II, our country was
not making adequate progress in mili-
tary preparedness.. I remember that
some of our military leaders jokingly
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said that if we had a war with Japan
in the early morning we would win it
before lunch. After war came, I assure
you several lunches were missed before
that war was over.

Before the Korean war many of our
so-called experts said that Russia
couldn’t even make a truck that could
operate effectively. Now many of our
so-called experts loudly cry that Russia
is outdistancing us in airplanes, guided
missiles, bombs, scientific education, and
many other fields. Most of these claims
are inecorrect. It is true that Russia is a
country that is great in area, population,
and resources; its people are intelligent
and industrious. Russia is making prog-
ress, but as long as she relies on slave
labor her progress will be inferior to ours.
Russia apparently realizes that for even
to the most casual observer it is appar-
ent that she is veering away from many
of her old practices. When Russia rec-
ognizes the great democratic principle of
freedom and dignity of the individual, if
she ever does, she then could build a
way of life similar to ours. I for one
hope that she does reach that standard.
A Russian who believes in the freedom
and dignity of man will not be an enemy
of free people any place.

It seems to be popular today to state
that Russia is winning the cold war—
that democracy, as we know if, is failing.
I am no Pollyanna, but I cannot see that
to be the case. It istrue there are coun-
tries and people who do not have the
strength and character to remain free.
Freedom is only for those stout of heart.
No foreign country can bribe people to
resist tyranny and to fight for freedom.
However, there is one fact that clearly
demonstrates we are not losing the cold
war. Russia for years has been rattling
the sword, building greater armed forces,
and apparently threatening the world.
Now it is clear that Russia sees that she
cannot gain her ends by armed might.
She has ceased to rattle her sabre, and is
cutting down her armed forces, at least
in number.

RUSSIA NOW FEELS SHE CANNOT CONQUER THE
WORLD BY FORCE

Please understand that I am not naive
enough -to believe that Russia has
changed her goal any more than we have
changed our goal. But Russia does un-
derstand that she cannot conquer the
world by force. It demonstrates that
she has accepted defeat in this regard,
and certainly refutes the thinking that
Russia is gaining her objectives. If Rus-
sia were gaining her objectives by threat
of armed might she would have con-
tinued that course, for you never change
your course of action when you are win-
ning.

For what purpose does the United
States maintain so powerful a Military
Establishment? Aside from protecting
our shores from military attack, from a
would-be aggressor, the American peo-
ple generally want to be friends and help
less fortunate people. The American
people desire that all people have free-
dom and good government. Many well-
meaning people in the United States even
go so far as to believe that the United
States should by force of arms, if neces-
sary, right every wrorg in the world.
They would have our planes, ships, and
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tanks, give to every people on earth the
kind of government we think is best. If
that philosophy is going to govern the
military actions of the United States,
then it is true that we do not have enough
soldiers, airmen, seamen; not enough
planes, ships, tanks, bombs, and guns.
There is not enough youth in America,
enough resources or economic capacity,
enough wealth in all America to carry out
such a grandiose, Don Quixote plan for
righting all of the wrongs in the world.

A worldwide military and economic ef-
fort of that magnitude would drain dry
our great economic and military might.
The regimentation necessary in such an
effort would destroy our heritage of
freedom. We would fail, and then the
United States, instead of standing as a
shining example to the world of what
democracy and freedom can produce,
would instead stand-as a stark warning
of the failure of democracy.

Sun Tzu, the great Chinese military
leader and writer, in 496 B. C,, said:

If he—

Referring to a military leader—

sends reinforcements everywhere, he will be
everywhere weak.

Hindsight in military planning is easy.
Foresight is difficult if not impossible.
Some of those sounding off now with
criticisms of our defense planning
were not overly blessed with the ability
to peek into the future when they con-
trolled the Pentagon. Should we ask
them now why their crystal balls appar-
ently were clouded when the military
programs were in their hands?

. No one knows exactly what course we
should follow, how large our military
forees should be, exactly what arms we
should have. AsI say, military planning
is difficult. Our possible future action
is clouded by the uncertain plans of our
adversary. However, the decisions must
be made and are being made by the Pres-
ident of the United States, the Com-
mander in Chief of our military forces,
who in his own right, is one of the great-
est military leaders of our age. He re-
ceives the summation of all of the knowl-
edge in the hands of all agencies of our
Government, and he has the advice of
our most capable military leaders. No
one knows whether war will come. I
do not believe war is in the foreseeable
future. But in my capacity as a Member
of Congress and as a member of the
Armed Services Committee, I cannot
disregard that possible danger any more
than you who, while not expecting a fire,
yet carry fire insurance on your home.

I do know that the greatest danger
from communism comes from within a
country and not from without, I do
know that militarism and supporting too
large a military service can wreck the
economy and stability of a country as
quickly as an armed enemy can do.
Lenin himself said that the United States
will spend itself into ruin. We must see
that this does not happen.

I fear that, in the beating of drums
and the blowing of bugles, we may forget
that the real strength of America does
not lie in our armed might, in our march-
ing battalions, in our ships and tanks
and guns. The real strength of America
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lies in its free, unregimented people,
a Nation under God, dedicated to the
freedom and dignity of the individual, a
free people that have produced the great-
est economy and the highest standard of
living on earth. Without that great
economy and without that free unregi-
mented people, all of our Armed Forces
would become “as sounding brass or
tinkling cymbal.”

WOREKING PEOPLE PROSPER UNDER
REPUBLICAN ADMINISTRATION

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the previous order of the House, the
gentleman from Illinois [Mr. SHEEHAN]
is recognized for 20 minutes.

Mr. SHEEHAN. Mr. Speaker, a review
of the record of the last 4 years of the
Republican administration leaves not
the slightest shadow of a doubt that the
working people have greatly prospered
under the Eisenhower Republican ad-
ministration.

Recent reports of the Commerce and
Labor Departments show that more
Americans held jobs in June—66,503,-
000—than in any other month in our
Nation’'s history. The reports also
showed that the average weekly earnings
of $79.40 during the month of June were
an all-time record high. The above,
coupled with the fact that the average
annual family income is at an all-time
high, proves conclusively that the
American workingman is earning more
money than at any previous period in
our history.

However, we must measure this in-
crease in earnings from the standpoint
of its purchasing power. It does not do
much good to earn more money if those
increased earnings do not enable one to
buy more goods, increase one's savings,
or make possible a higher standard of
living. It does little good to get increases
in wages if such increases are consumed
by an equal rise in the cost of living.
In other words, if it now costs more
money to obtain the same amount of
goods and services as one was able to
purchase with smaller earnings last year,
one is no further ahead.

Under the Eisenhower Republican ad-
ministration the working man realized
inereased purchasing power from his in-
creased earnings. In the period 1944-
52, the workers of this country received
wage increases amounting to $21.89 per
weel, This gain under two Democrat
administrations was an illusion, because
inflation and taxes not only absorbed
these wage increases but actually caused
the real spendable earnings of a single
person to drop by $1.88 per week. Be-
tween 1952 and 1955, under the Repub-
lican administration, the average worker
received a clear cut gain in net spend-
able earnings of close to $6 per week.
This has been brought about to a large
extent by the fact that the level of the
cost of living has remained steady during
the past 2 years, thus making the wage
increases the workers received very real
in terms of purchasing power.

Moreover, the working people are now
sharing to a greater extent in the Na-
tion's income and prosperity than at any
time since 1939. From 1953 to 1955,
under the Republicans, the workers of
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our country received 69 percent of the
national income, the largest percentage
since 1939. In other words, the big gains
in our national prosperity are going to
people who live on wages and salaries,

Many members of the Democrat Party
during their 1952 campaigns attempted
to mislead the working people into be-
lieving that a Republican administration
would bring back the depression. The
facts stated above certainly dispel that
false propaganda. As further proof, a
recent coast-to-coast survey released on
May 31 by Dr. George Gallup, shows that
for the first time in 20 years the rank
and file of labor union membership indi-
cated it will give a majority of its votes
to the Republican candidate for Presi-
dent. This poll indicated that this year
56 percent of labor union members would
vote for President Eisenhower, whereas
4 years ago Mr. Eisenhower polled only
39 percent of these votes.

In a similar vein, the Democrats in
their 1948 and 1952 platforms made
promises to certain union officials and
to the rank and file of union workers
that they would repeal the Taft-Hartley
Act. In 6 cut of the last 8 years since
the Taft-Hartley Labor Relations Act
was passed, the Democrats have con-
trolled the House and Senate. In none
of these 6 years of control did the Demo-
crats bring on to the floor of the House
or of the Senate a bill to repeal or to
amend the Taft-Hartley Act. They sim-
ply made false promises to hoodwink
union members in order to gain votes.
In 1953, when the Republicans brought
out on the Senate floor a bill to amend
the Taft-Hartley Act, every Democrat
Senator voted to send the bill back to
committee, which was tantamount to
killing the bill.

From the standpoint of union mem-
bers, the least acceptable part of the
Taft-Hartley Act is section 14 (b) deal-
ing with right-to-work laws. When the
Democrats are in power, the southerners
are in control of most of the committees
of Congress. Of the 18 States that have
a right-to-work law on their books, the
legislatures of 13 of those States are con-
trolled by southern Democrats, 4 by Re-
publicans and 1 is nonpartisan. The
Congressional delegations from those 18
States comprise a total of 114 Democrat
Congressmen and Senators; therefore,
how can union members expect any
sympathetic consideration of legislation
benefiting union labor in view of that
record.

President Eisenhower and the Repub-
lican administration have sent to the
Congress many legislative proposals
benefiting millions of working people.
These include safety programs, better-
ment of working conditions, expansion
of overtime laws on Federal construction
projects, amendments to the Taft-Hart-
ley Act and many others, all of which
have been quietly tucked away—pigeon-
holed—by a Congress controlled by
Democrats.

In 1955, 14,000 people were killed on
their jobs and nearly 2 million workers
lost time through injuries incurred on
their jobs. The Republican administra-
tion proposed legislation to promote oc=
cupational safety programs in the States
by providing grants-in-aid to the indi-
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vidual States to enable better and broad-
er worker protection programs to be in-
stituted. This legislation was introduced
early in 1955, but thus far there has
been no action on it by the Democrat-
controlled committees., I could repeat
this story many times over to prove con-
clusively that when the Democrats con-
trol the Congress the general welfare of
union members and of all working peo-
ple is not foremost in their deliberations,
How then can it be honestly argued that
the Republican administration does not
favor the workingman in the face of its
record of accomplishment and its record
of proposed worker-benefiting legisla-
tion?

There is no question at all in my mind
that from the past record a continuation
of Republican administration would be
most beneficial to the peace and pros-
perity of the working people of America.
The only hope of the working people for
forward-looking legislation is by return-
ing control of both the House of Repre-
sentatives and the Senate to the Repub-
lican Party. I like to keep ever in mind—
and I should like to reiterate here to
you—the assurance given by Secretary
of Labor James Mitchell in his state-
ment:

My job in the Labor Department is to pro-
mote and develop the welfare of the wage
earners of this country, and I assure you,
ladies and gentlemen, that so long as I am
in that job that will be my sole objective.

THE SITUATION IN AGRICULTURE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Ohio [Mr. HENDERSON] is
recognized for 20 minutes.

Mr. HENDERSON. Mr. Speaker, the
farm question has probably been dis-
cussed more than any other problem
upon the floor of this House during this
session of Congress. I have heard most
of my colleagues make some statement
or other on one of the many sides of the
issue. Too often, I believe, an attempt
has been made to make the situation in
American agriculture a political issue.
If it is a valid political issue, Mr. Speaker,
it would seem to me that it is an issue
which clearly favors the Republican
Party and is unfavorable to the Demo=-
crat Party.

I grew up on a farm in southeastern
Ohio about 4 miles north of the city of
Cambridge. My first recollections of
my farm environment began in about the
year 1922 and continued on for the next
20 years until I left Ohio to enter the
Army. We thought we had a pretty pro-
gressive farm. One thing on which we
prided ourselves was our independence
to do what we thought best in our pur-
suit of one of the world’s oldest occupa-
tions. Ours was the determination of
the number of acres that we would allot
to a given crop. My family decided the
manner in which our crops would be ro-
tated. It was left to us to determine the
price at which we would sell our milk
products. We were the sole judges,
within the laws of supply and demand, of
what the market would bear in the price
that we received for all of our agricul-
tural products.
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During the late thirties and early
forties various things were done over
here in Washington which were designed
and intended to improve the lot of the
farmer and at the same time to remove
from him some of the natural freedoms
which he had enjoyed. These laws called
upon him to surrender some of his rights
in exchange for a paternalistic attitude
on the part of Government which would
give to him a few dollars or a little ferti-
lizer or some advantage which he had
not heretofore enjoyed.

Some of the farmers in our valley lis-
tened and were guick to accept those
dollars from Washington. Others of our
neighbors, too fond and too jealous of
their independence, rejected any thought
of a Government bribe. I can remember
full well a statement which was made
by Court of Appeals Judge Charles Mont-
gomery when he said that “for every
dollar that the farmers accepted from
Washington, they are surrendering some
of their liberty, their rights of decision,
and their independence.”

The entangling net of Government
controls completely captivated Ameri-
can agriculture during the war years.
Acreage controls, price controls, every-
thing, in fact, except thought control,
became part of the farmer’s way of
life.

I did not return to the farm after I
got back to this country from service
in the Army, and I think that one of
the reasons that prompted me to stay
away was the terrible tangling of con-
trols.

Since I have been in Congress, I have
received a great number of letters from
thinking farm men and women. Early

. this year I sent out a questionnaire to

the people of the 15th Congressional
Distriet. In that questionnaire, I asked
30 questions covering nearly every as-
pect of current national problems. Four
or five of the questions dealt with agri-
culture—with farming in southeastern
Ohio. Not only did my constituents an=
swer my questionnaire, but when they
got down to the questions that had to do
with farming, they made many detailed
and voluntary statements to convey their
feelings to me with regard to farming in
America. A great number of them
frankly stated that our agricultural
troubles could best be eliminated, could
best be cured, if the farmer were let
alone and allowed to do what he wanted
to do. Then, if they had the proper
type of weather, enough sunshine,
enough rain, and a little less interference
from Washington, the agricultural prob-
lem as it manifested itself in southeast-
ein Ohio would be solved.

Insofar as farm income was concerned,
of course, they complained about the
price that they were receiving for the
produce they sold as it compared with
the price that they were paying for the
goods that they needed in order to run
their farms. That complaint will be
heard as long as the situation continues.
A great number of these letters and com-
ments which I have received from the
farmers of southeastern Ohio have
pointed the finger at the cause of their
farm dilemma. They know that that
cause stems from the political manipula-
tions of the Democratic Party during the
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time that it had control of the Congress
and White House.

For instance, in 1951, with a Demo-
crat President in the White House, his
Democrat Director of the Office of Price
Stabilization Michael V. DiSalle an-
nounced a 10 percent rollback on the
price of cattle with President Truman's
approval. They even threatened roll-
backs because they said the price of
cattle was too high.

The result of this announcement was
an immediate drop in the price of cat-
tle—a drop which the farmers of Amer=
ica felt very keenly in their pocketbooks,

In the election year of 1952, in a vain
and desperate effort to win favor with
the farmers of America, the Democrat
administration continued to ignore all
acreage controls on basic crops despite
the fact that high rigid price supports
by the Government were stimulating the
production of staggering surpluses which
could only serve to bring about an
eventual drop in farm prices.

The Democrats carried out this eynical
manipulation for a short term political
advantage. As we know, it failed to woo
the farmer’s vote, but it clearly was a
blow to his income.

The result vras to increase the surplus
of agriculture produets which was he-
coming dangerous under the continua-
tion of rigid price supports. The prob-
lem of farm prices stems from surpluses
and over-production stimulated and en-
couraged by the blind devotion to rigid
price supports by the Democrat Party.
So long as that surplus hangs over our
heads, there will be a tendency to de-
press the price the farmer receives.

Now, during the current session of
Congress, the Republican administration
has addressed itself realistically to the
problem of farm prices. Several impor-
tant measures have been urged by the
present administration which have been
rebuffed by the Democrat Congress. I
am not convinced that very much is to
be gained by the farmers of southeastern
Ohio through price supports of basic
crops. My constituents are simply not
raising sufficiently great amounts of any
one crop that price supports are going
to mean too much in the way of added
income. The sources of income on 15th
district farms are many and varied and
are dependent upon the overall farm
picture. We have relatively low income
farmers in our part of Ohio. Our prob-
lem is to raise that income for our farm-
ers and in this regard the support price
of wheat or corn or any of the other basic
commodities has little direct relation-
ship, for they do not sell great quanti-
ties of grain. High rigid price supports,
however, do have their effect. The little
farmer who has to buy feed pays more
for it. The large corporate farmer who
creates the surpluses lives off the fat of
Government price supports. At the same
time, his over-production depresses mar-
ket prices which small family farmers
receive.

The salvation of the low-income farm-
er in the 15th Distriet of Ohio lies not
with support prices, but with an oppor-
tunity to utilize every new technique and
device to raise his income. The Govern-
ment bears a direct responsibility in this.
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Knowing of the needs of the low-in-
come farmer, who makes his living on
a small family-size farm, the adminis-
tration last year proposed legislation
which would assist him by helping him
farm more profitably. Through lack of
foresight or deliberately, the Democrat
leadership of this Congress has not seen
fit to permit that legislation to be
enacted.

Then came the year of the soil-bank
legislation—1956. This plan was an-
nounced very early in the year by the
Eisenhower administration. It was a
part of the President’s message to Con-
gress—his plan to help the farmers who
needed assistance. By their subsequent
action, the Democrats have admitted
that the plan has merit, because they
have approved it. But how much more
help it could have given to America’s
farmers—both in the way of a cash in-
come and in reducing the surplus which
hangs over America’s agricuture if it had
been enacted earlier in the year. Know-
ing that the program was a good one,
but fearing that immediate action might
possible result in improvement in the
farmer’s plight, the Democrat leadership
in Congress set every possible legislative
block in motion in an effort to delay a
good, sound, and sensible program. In-
stead, the Democrat leadership included
the soil-bank program as a part of its
own unworkable and unacceptable leg-
islative program by incorporating it in
a bill which sent up a smokescreen in-
sisting upon high rigid price supports
which most Americans have repudiated.
For a time it looked as though the only
way to obtain the good parts of the bill
was to accept another year of rigid price
supports. In this way, the Democrats
hoped to secure a reversal of the admin-
istration’s plan of flexible price sup-
ports in exchange for the needed and
acceptable soil-bank program.

It has been pointed out and proved
abundantly that a great number of the
difficuities in agriculture today stem
from high, rigid price supports—again
price supports which have been of little
or no bhenefit to the farmers of south-
eastern Ohio. The President’s veto of
this bill, and the insistence of public
opinion forced the Democrat-controlled
Congress to provide a reasonable fac-
simile of the kind of legislation the Fresi-
dent had requested.

And finally, after the Democrat leader-
ship realized it could not be successful
in its maneuverings on this bill—that the
soil bank program would be accom-
plished without the reestablishment of
high support prices—still another road-
block was placed in the way. The soil
bank program could have become a com-
plete reality in 1956 and the benefits of
it could have been received by the farm-
ers of America this year—not next. But
no, those of the Democrat Party who
were watching American farmers suffer
under the burdens which they had placed
upon them, were afraid that if the bur-
den were to be removed in 1956—in an
election year—that the American farmer
might possibly vote for the Republican
Party.

Mr. Speaker, let me suggest here and
now, that the farmers of America have
not been asleep for the last 20 years—
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that the farmers of this Nation are not
the dumb, ignorant boobs that some of
our colleages would believe them to be
or might wish them to be.

Let me point out that in the history of
America our farmers have been the great
leaders of our Nation’s destiny. The time
has not yet come when the city slickers
of either political party are going to be
able to pull the wool over the eyes of
America’s farmers., Our farmers are
alert and they know what is going on.
They know who has been responsible for
the plight that they are now experi-
encing. They know wherein lies their
salvation. They know how they have
been manipulated by political cynics in
the past and that is why they will vote
Republican in 1956.

COMMITTEE ON MERCHANT MA-
RINE AND FISHERIES

Mr. WILLIAMS of Mississippi. Mr.
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that
the Committee on Merchant Marine and
Fisheries may have until midnight to-
night to file a report.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentleman
from Mississippi?

There was no objection.

VETERANS' LEGISLATION

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the previous order of the House, the gen-
tlewoman from Massachusetts [Mrs.
Rocers] is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Mr.
Speaker, I want to remind the House that
Congress should remain in session until
we pass the pension hill and the com-
pensation bill for the veterans.

ATOMIC ENERGY

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetfs. Mr.
Speaker, I rise in support of the atomic-
energy bill which I understand will come
up for action very soon. I do so with a
heavy heart, because I know Mr. Speak-
er that pressures beyond my control have
already taken out of the bill a provision
which the committee initially wrote into
it to provide for the construction of one
of the atomic facilities within an area
of the United States in which electric
power is currently produced at relatively
high cost and which is relatively remote
from conventional fuels.

Mr. Speaker, the area the committee
was describing is my own beloved New
England.

Though the bill provides for the con-
struction of reactors at existing AEC in-
stallations, we in New England, while
supporting the bill, look forward to the
possibility of construction of one of the
reactors in the New England area. Cer-
tainly one could be produced in connec-
tion with the power needs of the assem-
bly of the atomic submarines in Con-
necticut. One could be produced in
connection with the laboratories at the
Massachusetts Institute of Technology
in Cambridge, Mass., and we of the Fifth
District of Massachusetts have been
hopeful that the Army package reactor
program could be accelerated by using
the facilities at the Watertown Arsenal.
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Mr. Speaker, we in New England feel
unfortunately neglected in the develop-
ment of this new industry into which the
Government has now poured approxi-
mately $15 billion. Mr. Speaker, we in
New England need the benefits which will
flow from the peacetime use of the nu-
clear sciences as an eccnomic boost to
our econcmy.

Mr. Speaker, the administrators of this
program have sadly neglected the advan-
tages which New England provides for
the allocation of one of their concen-
trates of industry which has grown up
around this new science. Over $7 billion
has now been invested in the capital
structure of this new industry. I join
with my colleagues in rejoicing at the
allocation of the plants in Oak Ridge,
Tenn.; in Hanford, Wash.; in the Sa-
vannah River area of Georgia and South
Carolina; in Los Alamos, N. Mex.; in
the Argonne National Laboratory near
Chicago, Ill.; in the Gaseous Diffusion
Plants in Portsmouth, Ohio, and Padu-
cah, Ky., Arco-Blackfoot, Idaho. The
nearest major installation of the atomiec
program to New England is the Brook-
haven Laboratory on Long Island.

Mr. Speaker, 130,000 workers are di-
rectly employed at these major indus-
trial installations. Reliable estimates
show a minimum of 400,000 are directly
or indirectly employed in these new ex-
panding industries. Yet we in New Eng-
land have not a single major installation
and only a few minor installations op-
erated under contract with AEC and the
only significant atomic plant in New
England is the submarine assembly unit
at Groton, Conn, which employs less
than 1,000 men.

Mr. Speaker, New England is being
ignored in yet another respect. Under
the power demonstration program, reac-
tors are being planned and considered
in many sections of the country. Reac-
tors which will produce electric power,
sometime in the future we hope, at a
cost competitive with conventionally pro-
duced electricity. Only New England is
being bypassed in the major aspects of
this demonstration reactor program.
Only New England, Mr. Speaker, is losing
out in the location of these demonstra~
tion reactors. Without criticizing the
advantage which my colleagues have se-
cured for their section of the country,
I would point out, Mr. Speaker, that
projects which are being actively con-
sidered today include the North Amer-
lcan reactor program in Livermore,
Calif.; the Los Alamos reactors in New
Mezxico; the Elk River project in Min-
nesota; the consumers public power proj-
ect in Nebraska; the Commonwealth
Edison proposal near Chicago, Ill.; the
Detroit Edison proposal—though I un-
derstand this project has now been re-
jected on safety grounds—the Consoli-
dated Edison proposal in New York City;
the eastern Pennsylvania electric pro-
posal, and only two were ever considered
for New England. These I will discuss
at some length.

The first of the two projects which was
proposed by a public power body, the
Holyoke, Mass., Electric Society, has
now been curtailed by request of the
Bureau of the Budget from a $50 million
proposal to an allocation of $15 million
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which Mr. Strauss admitted before our
colleagues in the House Appropriations
Committee was inadequate to permit this
project to go ahead. I cannot say that
the Holyoke project is dead, but it is clear
that of all of the projects which AEC has
stated it is pushing forward, only the
major project in New England has been
so sharply curtailed as to put its whole
future in jeopardy.

The second project is one of even more
dubious existence. This project, pro-
posed by a combination of 18 New Eng-
land power companies, is known as the
Yankee atomic electric project. It plans
to build in north central Massachusetts
what is described in their application to
the SEC as “a single experimental atomic
generating facility whose capacity is of
minor significance in relation to the
overall New England power supply.”

I suppose, Mr. Speaker, that that de-
seription could be applied to all of the
reactors which will be built under the
terms of this bill. Buf, Mr. Speaker, I
am surprised to read further on in their
SEC application the following:

In this connection it may be noted that the
designs for the proposed plant do not permit
the installation of an additional reactor, that
on account of water conditions it is improb-
able that an additional unit of the same size
and nature could be added at the present
location, and that Yankee's president (whom
I believe to be the president of the New Eng-
land Power System), testified that there was
no intention of expanding it either to a mul-
tiple-unit installation on the same site or to
& second Installation at another site.

In other words, Mr. Speaker, the Bu-
reau of the Budget has foreclosed our
proceeding in New England as rapidly
as power demonstration reactors are
going ahead in other parts of the
country, and our timid private enterprise
in New England is planning, at most, a
small experimental nonexpandable re-
actor, to produce a grand total of 134,000
kilowatts in power-hungry New England.

Mr. Speaker, New England is power
hungry. New England needs some of
the advantages which have been secured
by other sections of the country in the
development of large blocks of low-cost
power.

I know that the economic state of New
England requires the benefits which can
flow from the availability of a large block
of low-cost power. The Committee on
New England of the National Planning
Association in a review of the economic
state of New England recently wrote,
and I quote:

As we shall see shortly, power rates and
costs in New England are above the national
average. Industries which require large
quantities of low-cost power have been slow
to expand in the region or are not present
at all, with the exception of the paper indus-
try in the northern part of New England,
where sufficlent hydroelectric power was de-
veloped in a period of much lower costs.

It continues:

The principal way higher power costs have
been felt has been in their Influence on the
location decisions of certain types of new
manufacturing establishments and in the
rates of expansion of some existing estab-
lishments.
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And what of the future power needs
of New England? The report says:

To meet the power needs of the future
through increased capacity is a continuing
long-range problem. * * * Even without
any replacement, by 1870 New England will
require from 3,400,000 to 5,400,000 (kilo-
watts) of new generating eapacity, roughly
doubling the total capacity of the region
in 1952.

And my final quote from this study
shows the need for Federal intervention
because of the following conclusion:

Without attempting to pass judgment on
the engineering appraisals, 1t seems fair to
gay that under private financing and own-
ership the amount of new hydroelectric ca-
pacity in the region that can be economically
added to the private utility systems of New
England by 1970 is no more than 15 percent
of the total expansion that will be needed
during that period, and it is probably less
than 10 percent. The declining proportion of
hydroelectric to total capaeity will undoubt-
edly continue in New England, as in the
country as a whole.

Mr. Speaker, part of the reason for
high cost is due to the remote distance
of New England from the sources of con-
ventional fuels. This factor is so well
known to New England that it is not
necessary for me to go into this subject
for their benefit but for those of you
who come from other sections of the
country who have not had the privilege
of sharing in our wonderful climate and
scenery and therefore have not been ex-
posed to the thinking in the region about
the high cost of fuel, I will develop this
factor briefly.

The National Planning Association
study shows that New England con-
sumes 319 trillion BTU's of residual oil,
295 trillion BTU’s of bituminous coal,
223 trillion BTU’s of oil, 83 trillion
BTU’s of anthracite coal, 41 trillion
BTU’s of manufactured gas, 29 trillion
BTU’s including hydro coke, and so
forth, The residual oil is a subject
which has been discussed in this Con-
gress. Conflicts which have occurred
around this subject have resulted in in-
creasing the cost to New England of
residual oil. Though we have the ad-
vantage of inexpensive water transpor-
tation and New England is a major con-
sumer of imported residual oil, we know
from the wartime experience how dan-
gerous it is to rely exclusively on this
source of energy.

The average cost per million BTU’s of
energy from bituminous coal in the
United States is 23.8 cents. We in New
England are forced to maintain our
economy on the economic disadvantage
of having to pay an average of 37 cents
per million BTU’s from bituminous coal.
But we are faced even there with con-
tinuing rising costs.

The study reports, and I read from
page 191:

The most promising opportunity for the
substitution of fuels in New England is the
commercialization of nuclear fuels, though
their extensive wuse will probably require
many more years of development.

Mr. Speaker, I believe this bill will
provide the breakthrough to the peace-
ful use of atomic energy which President
Eisenhower called for in his United Na-
tions speech of December 8, 1953. I
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support the bill in its content and I urge
my colleagues to join me so that we in
New England can share with the other
sections of the country, the advantages
which will accrue from the passage of
this bill.

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED

By unanimous consent, permission fo
address the House, following the legis-
lative program and any special orders
heretofore entered, was granted to:

Mr. Forp, for 10 minutes, on Friday,
July 20.

D{ir. Gray, for 30 minutes, on Monday
next.

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

By unanimous consent, permission to
extend remarks in the CONGRESSIONAL
REcorp, or to revise and extend remarks,
was granted to:

Mr. CHiperrIELD and to include ex=
traneous matter.

Mr. MercaLF and to include extrane-
ous matter.

Mr. CHRISTOPHER.

Mr. TaoMmpPson of New Jersey in three
instances and to include extraneous
madtter. :

Mr. MirLer of California and to in-
clude extraneous matter.

Mr. BYRD.

Mr. MitLer of Maryland.

Mr. BAUMHART (at the request of Mr.
HENDERSON).

ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED

Mr. BURLESON, from the Committee
on House Administration, reported that
that committee had examined and found
truly enrolled bills of the House of the
following titles, which were thereupon
signed by the Speaker:

H.R.2603. An act to authorize the Com-
missioners of the District of Columbia to
prescribe the area within which officers and
members of the Metropolitan Police force
and the Fire Department of the District of
Columbia may reside;

H.R. 49983. An act to authorize the Board
of Commissioners of the District of Columbia
to permit certain improvements to two busi-
ness properties situated in the District of
Columbia;

H.R. 5853. An act to amend the act en-
titled “An act to regulate the practice of
veterinary medicine in the District of Co-
lumbia,” approved February 1, 1907;

H.R. 7089. An act to provide benefits for
the survivors of servicemen and veterans,
and for other purposes.

H.R.7723. An act to authorize the Secre-
tary of Agriculture to convey certain lands
in Phelps County, Mo., to the Chamber of
Commerce of Rolla, Mo.;

H.R.8149. An act to amend the first sen-
tence of paragraph (a) of section 756 of title
11 of the District of Columbia Code, 1951
edition (paragraph (a) of section 5 of the
act of April 1, 1942, ch. 207, 656 Stat. 193),
relating to the transfer of actions from the
United States District Court for the District
of Columbia to the Municipal Court for the
District of Columbia;

H.R.9742. An act to provide for the protec-
tion of the Okefenokee National Wildlife
Refuge, Georgia, against damage from fire
and drought;

H.R.9842. An act to authorize the Post-
master General to hold and detain mail for
temporary periods in certain cases;
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H.R. 10010, An act for the relief of Roy
Click; and

H.R.11077. An act to amend the Atomic
Energy Community Act of 1955, and for other
purposes.

SENATE ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED

The SPEAKER announced his signa-
ture to enrolled bills of the Senate of the
following titles:

5.277. An act for the relief of Jean
Pfeifer;

8. 1627. An act for the relief of Alexander
Orlov and his wife, Maria Orlov;

8.1708. An act for the rellef of Mr. and
Mrs. Ernest M. Kersh;

5.1893. An act for the relief of Harold D.
Robinson;

5. 2846. An act for the relief of Don-chean
Chu;

8,8150. An act for the relief of Sergeant
and Mrs. Herbert G. Herman;

$5.3473. An act for the relief of EKurt
Johan Paro;

5.3579. An act for the relief of Elizabeth
M. A. de Cuevas Faure; and

8.8705. An act to require periodic survey
by the Secretary of Commerce of national
shipbuilding capability.

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. WILLIAMS of Mississippi. Mr.
Speaker, I move that the House do now
adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; accord-
ingly (at 6 o’clock and 11 minutes p. m.)
the House adjourned until tomorrow,
Friday, July 20, 1956, at 12 o’clock noon.

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETC.,

2072. Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, a
letter from the Comptroller General of
the United States, transmitting a re-
port on the audit of the Navy industrial
fund, United States Naval Powder Fac-
tory, Indian Head, Md., Bureau of Ord-
nance, Department of the Navy, for the
period October 1, 1953, to June 30, 1955,
pursuant to the Budget and Accounting
Act, 1821 (31 U. 8. C. 53), and the Ac-
counting and Auditing Act of 1950 (31
U. 8. C. 67) was taken from the Speaker’s
table, and referred to the Committee on
Government Operations,

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of
committees were delivered to the Clerk
for printing and reference to the proper
calendar, as follows:

Mr. ROBESON of Virginia: Committee
on Post Office and Civil Service. 8. 65. An
act to amend section 1 (d) of the Civil
Service Retirement Act of May 29, 1930, as
amended; with amendment (Rept. No. 2796).
Referred to the Committee of the Whole
House on the State of the Union.

Mr. MURRAY of Tennessee: Committee on
Post Office and Civil Service. 8. 912. An
act to amend the act of April 23, 1930, re-
lating to a uniform retirement date for au-
thorized retirements of Federal personnel,
and the Forelgn Service Act of 1946, as
amended; with amendment (Rept. No. 2797).
Referred to the Committee of the Whole
House on the State of the Union.

Mr. MURRAY of Tennessee: Committee on
Post Office and Civil Service. 8. 1873. An
act to increase the minimum postal savings
deposit, and for other purposes; without
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amendment (Rept. No. 2798). Referred to
the Committee of the Whole House on the
Btate of the Union.

Mr. KILGORE: Committee on Post Office
and Civil Service. 5. 2634. An act relating
to the transportation of mail by highway
post office service, and for other purposes;
without amendment (Rept. No. 2799). Re-
ferred to the Committee of the Whole House
on the State of the Union.

Mr. ALEXANDER: Committee on Post Of-
fice and Civil Service. 5. 3502. An act to
provide in certain additional cases for the
granting of the status of regular substitute
in the postal field service; without amend-
ment (Rept. No. 2800). Referred to the
Committee of the Whole House on the State
of the Union.

Mr. ENGLE: Committee on Interior and
Insular Affairs. 8. 3€98. An act to amend
the act of June 4, 1920, as amended, pro-
viding for allotment of lands of the Crow
Tribe, and for other purposes; without
amendment (Rept. No. 2801). Referred to
the Committee of the Whole House on the
State of the Union.

Mr. ENGLE: Committee on Interior and
Insular Affairs. 5. 3968. An act to provide
for the termination of Federal supervislion
over the property of the Peoria Tribe of In-
dians in the State of Oklahoma and the In-
dividual members thereof, and for other
purposes; without amendment (Rept. No.
2802). Referred to the Committe of the
‘Whole House on the State of the Union.

Mr. ENGLE: Committee on Interior and
Insular Affairs. S. 3969. An act to provide
for the termination of Federal supervision
over the property of the Ottawa Tribe of
Indians in the State of Oklahoma and the
individual members thereof, and for other
purposes; without amendment (Rept. No.
2803). Referred to the Committee of the
Whole House on the State of the Union.

Mr ENGLE: Committee on Interior and
Insular Affairs. 8. 3970. An act to provide
for the termination of Federal supervision
over the property of the Wyandotte Tribe of
Oklahoma and the individual members
thereof, and for other purposes; without
amendment (Rept. No. 2804). Referred to
the Committee of the Whole House on the
State of the Unlon.

Mr. MURRAY of Tennessee: Committee on
Post Office and Civil Service. 8. 4060. An act
to amend section 607 of the Postal Field
Service Compensation Act of 1955 to include
employees in the Motor Vehicle Service;
without amendment (Rept. No. 2805). Re-
ferred to the Committee of the Whole House
on the State of the Union.

Mr. ENGLE: Committee on Interlor and
Insular Affairs. 8. 4086. An act to provide
that the United States hold in trust for the
Indians entitled to the use thereof the lands
described in the Executive order of Decem-
ber 16, 1882, and for adjudicating the con-
flicting claims thereto of the Navaho and
Hopi Indians, angd for other purposes: with-
out amendment (Rept. No. 2806). Referred
to the Committee of the Whole House on the
State of the Union.

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado: Committee on
the Judiciary. 8. 2887. An act to further
protect and assure the privacy of grand or
petit jurles in the courts of the United
States while such juries are deliberating or
voting; without amendment (Rept. No.
2807). Referred to the House Calendar.

Mr. ROBERTS: Committee on Interstate
and Forelgn Commerce. 8. 2060. An act to
amend the act of March 3, 1901 (31 Stat.
1449), as amended, to incorporate in the
Organic Act of the National Bureau of Stand-
ards the authority to use the working capital
fund, and to permit certain improvements
in fiscal practices; with amendment (Rept.
No. 2809). Referred to the Committee of
the Whole House on the State of the Union.

Mr. HARRIS: Committee on Interstate and
Foreign Commerce. 8.3391. An act to pro-
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vide for the regulation of the interstate trans-
portation of migrant farm workers; with
amendment (Rept. No. 2810). Referred to
the Committee of the Whole House on the
State of the Union. :

Mr. BARDEN: Committee on Education
and Labor. H. R. 12237. A bill to encour-
age and assist the States in the establish-
ment of State committees on education be-
yond the high school and for other purposes;
with amendment (Rept. No. 2814). Referred
to the Committee of the Whole House on the
State of the Union.

Mr. COOPER: Committee on Ways and
Means. H. R. 12254. A bill to provide addi-
tional time for the Tariff Commission to re-
view the customs tariff schedules; with
amendment (Rept. No. 2815). Referred to
the Committee of the Whole House on the
State of the Union.

Mr. HINSHAW: Committee on Interstate
and Foreign Commerce. S. 2074, An act
to extend for an additional 5 years the pro-
visions of the act of September 30, 1950,
entitled “An act to promote the develop-
ment of improved transport aircraft by pro=
viding for the operation, testing, and modi-
fication thereof”; without amendment (Rept.
No. 2816). Referred to the Committee of the
Whole House on the State of the Union.

Mr. HAYS of Ohio: Committee on House
Administration. House Concurrent Resolu-
tion 254. Concurrent resolution authorizing
the printing of additional copies of House
Reports Nos. 2240, 2241, 2242, 2243, and 2244,
current session; without amendment (Rept.
No. 2817). Ordered to be printed.

Mr. HAYS of Ohio: Committee on House
Administration. House Concurrent Resolu-
tion 261. Concurrent resolution authorizing
the printing of additional copies of the hear-
ings on civil defense for national survival
held during the current session by a subcom-
mittee of the Committee on Government
Operations; without amendment (Rept. No.
2818). Ordered to be printed,

Mr. HAYS of Ohio: Committee on House
Administration. House Concurrent Resolu-
tion 262. Concurrent resolution authorizing
the Joint Committee on Atomic Energy to
print 40,000 additional copies of the hear-
ings of the Research and Development Sub-
committee on Progress Report on Research
in Medicine, Biology, and Agriculture Using
Radioactive Isotopes; with amendment
(Rept. No. 2819). Ordered to be printed.

Mr. HAYS of Ohlo: Committee on House
Administration. House Concurrent Resolu-
tion 263. Concurrent resolution authorizing
additional copies of the hearing on labor-
management problems of the American
merchant marine; without amendment
(Rept. No. 2820). Ordered to be printed.

Mr. HAYS of Ohio: Committee on House
Administration. House Resolution 529. Res-
olution authorizing the printing of addi-
tional copies of House Report No. 2279, a re-
port of the Committee on Government Op-
erations on the effect of Department of the
Interior and Rural Electrification Adminis-
tration policies on public power preference
customers; without amendment (Rept. No.
2821). Ordered to be printed.

Mr. HAYS of Ohio: Committee on House
Administration. House Resolution 573. Res-
olution to print additional copies of the
hearing held during the current session con-
taining the testimony of Nikolali Khokhlov;
without amendment (Rept. No. 2822). Or-
dered to be printed.

Mr. HAYS of Ohio: Committee on House
Administration. House Resolution 596. Res-
olution authorizing the printing of addi-
tional copies of the hearings on the Health
Amendments Act of 1956; without amend-
ment (Rept. No. 2823). Ordered to be
printed.

Mr. KLEIN: Committee on Interstate and
Foreign Commerce. H. R. 12144. A bill to
amend the War Claims Act of 1948, as
amended; without amendment (Rept. No.
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2824). Referred to the Committee of the
Whole House on the State of the Union.

Mr. KLEIN: Committee on Interstate and
Foreign Commerce. H. R. 65686. A Dbill to
amend section 7 of the War Clalms Act of
1948, with respect to claims of certain reli-
glous organizations functioning In the
Philippine Islands; with amendment (Rept.
No.2825). Referred to the Committee of the
Whole House on the State of the Union.

Mr. DIES: Committee on Interstate and
Foreign Commerce. S. 3430. An act to
amend title IIT of the Public Health Service
Act, and for other purposes; with amend-
ment (Rept. No. 2826). Referred to the
Committee of the Whole House on the State
of the Union.

Mr. DELANEY: Committee on Rules.
House Resolution 616. Resolution for con-
sideration of H. R. 9875, a bill to amend the
Internal Revenue Code of 1954 to provide
that the tax on admissions shall apply only
with respect to that portion of the amount
paid for any admission which is in excess of
$1; without amendment (Rept. No. 2827).
Referred to the House Calendar.

Mr. O'NEILL: Committee on Rules. House
Resolution 617. Resolution for considera-
tion of 8. 3732, an act to provide insurance
against flood damage, and for other pur-
poses; without amendment (Rept. No. 2828).
Referred to the House Calendar.

Mr. BONNER: Committee on Merchant
Marine and Fisheries. House Joint Resolu-
tion 676. Joint resolution to authorize the
Becretary of Commerce to sell certain war-
built vessels; with amendment (Rept. No.
2829). Referred to the Committee of the
Whole House on the State of the Union.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PRI-
VATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports
of committees were delivered to the
Clerk for printing and reference to the
proper calendar, as follows:

Mr. FORRESTER: Committee on the Judi-
clary. H. R. 10898. A bill for the relief of
Mr. and Mrs. Randall McMahon; with
amendment (Rept. No. 2808). Referred to
the Committee of the Whole House, r

Mr. FORRESTER: Committee on the Ju-
diciary. 8. 2419. An act for the relief of
Dr. Anton M. Lodmell: without amendment
(Rept. No. 2811). Referred to the Commit-
tee of the Whole House.

Mr. FORRESTER: Committee on the Ju-
diciary. S. 3064. An act for the relief of
Thomas J. Smith; without amendment
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(Rept. No. 2812). Referred to the Committee
of the Whole House.

Mr. FORRESTER: Committee on the Ju-
diciary. 8. 3347. An act for the relief of
Mr. and Mrs. H. F. Webb; without amend-
ment (Rept. No. 2813). Referred to the
Committee of the Whole House.

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 4 of rule XXII, public
bills and resoclutions were introduced and
severally referred as follows:

By Mr. ABERNETHY:

H.R.12310. A bill to provide for further
research relating to nmew and improved uses
which offer expanding markets for farm prod-
uets, and for other purposes; to the Commit-
tee on Agriculture.

By Mr. BARTLETT:

H. R. 12311. A bill to provide increased ap-
portionments to Alaska with respect to the
Federal Aid in Wildlife Restoration Act and
the Federal Aid in Fish Restoration Act; to
the Committee on Merchant Marine and
Fisheries.

By Mr. BRAY:

H.R.12312. A bill to provide for the is-
suance of a special postage stamp to honor
the 125th anniversary of the origin of the
savings and loan associations; to the Com-
mittee on Post Office and Civil Service.

By Mr. THOMPSON of New Jersey:

H.R.123138. A bill to supplement the anti-
trust laws of the United States, in order to
balance the power now heavily weighted in
favor of automobile manufacturers, by en=
abling franchise automobile dealers to bring
suit in the district courts of the United
States to recover compensatory damages sus-
tained by reason of the failure of automobile
manufacturers to act in good faith in com=-
plying with the terms of franchises or in
terminating or mnot renewing franchises
with their dealers; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. DIXON:

H.R, 12314, A bill to amend the Packers
and Stockyards Act, 1921, as amended, and
for other purposes; to the Committee on
Agriculture.

H.R.12315. A bill to provide for further
research relating to mew and improved uses
which offer expanding markets for farm
products, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Agriculture.

H. R. 12316. A bill to provide for the estab-
lishment of the Golden Spike National Mon-
ument; to the Committee on Interior and In-
sular Affairs.
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By Mr. LESINSKI:

H. R. 12317. A bill to provide for increases
in the annuities of annuitants under the
Civil Service Retirement Act of May 29, 1930,
as amended; to the Committee on Post
Offices and Civil Service,

By Mr. WALTER:

H. J. Res. 693. Joint resolution to authorize
the lssuance of nonguota immigrant visas
allocated under the Refugee Relief Act of
1953, as amended, upon the expiration of
the sald act; to the Committee on the Judi-
ciary.

By Mr. HAYS of Ohio:

H. Con. Res. 268. Concurrent resolution au-
thorizing the disposal of certain obsolete
Government publications now stored in the
folding rooms of the Congress; to the Com-
mittee on House Administration.

By Mr. O'HARA of Illinois:

H. Res. 613. Resolution creating a select
committee to conduct an investigation and
study of the regulatory practices of the Fed-
eral Reserve System; to the Committee on
Rules.

By Mr. ASHLEY:

H. Res. 614. Resolution that the Admin-
istrator of General Services Administration
refrain from selling certain land In Lucas
County, Ohlo, temporarily; to the Commit=
tee on Government Operations.

By Mr. FRIEDEL:

H. Res, 615. Resolution authorizing the
Sergeant at Arms of the House of Repre-
sentatives to insure the funds of his office;
to the Committee on House Administration,

e —

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private
bills and resolutions were introduced and
severally referred as follows:

By Mr, LATHAM:

H.R.12318. A bill for the relief of Wil-
liam S. Scott; to the Committee on the Judi-
ciary.

By Mr, CUNNINGHAM:

H. R. 12319. A bill for the rellef of Franc

Molka; to the Committee on the Judiclary.
By Mr. O'NEILL:

H.R.12320. A bill for the relief of Elpis
Patrinacos; to the Committee on the Judi-
ciary.

By Mr. PHILLIPS:

H. R. 12321. A bill for the relief of Alfonso
Navarette-Navarette; to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

By Mr. ZABLOCKI: \

H.R. 12322. A bill for the relief of Mrs.
May Chen Cheing Voo (Wu) and Ming-Ming
Voo (Wu); the Committee on the Judiciary.

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS

Voluntary Credit Home Mortgage
Program

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

HON. EDWARD T. MILLER

OF MARYLAND
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, July 19, 1956

Mr. MILLER of Maryland. Mr.
Speaker, the Congress has repeatedly
voiced its interest in providing means by
which in proper cases veterans can be
assisted in promptly securing homes for
themselves and their families.

However, a situation has developed
that has had a serious effect upon many

veterans and is producing inexcusable
delays in the housing program,

The difficulty is not occasioned by
faults in the legislation but in the way
in which it is administered.

The VA has quite properly adopted a
policy of reserving direct loans for the
cases which are sound but where for
some reason or another, the veteran is
unable to secure the necessary credit
from private institutions. To facilitate
this approach an organization of private
lenders has been established under the
name Voluntary Credit Home Mortgage
Program, and through it, applications
are channeled to be accepted or rejected
by private lenders within a reasonable
period. If the application is rejected by
VCHMP, it then becomes eligible for
consideration for a direct VA loan.

So far the procedure works reason-
ably well. The catch is that after a loan
is accepted by VCHMP and is therefore
ineligible for a direct loan, all too fre-
quently action bogs down for long periods
and months elapse before the loan is
processed and available. Often the vet-
eran and his contractor are placed in a
frustrating and damaging position. This
is particularly apt to occur in rural areas
such as the distriet I represent. They
cannot secure a direct loan, yet the
guaranteed private loan is not forth-
coming.

An examination of the records of a
single real estate broker on the Eastern
Shore of Maryland indicates that, at the
present time, he has 18 purchases by vet-
erans awaiting financing or which have
been settled in the last 30 days. Of that
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